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INTRODUCTION

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 established a nationwide policy to
include in every recommendation or report on proposals for major Federal actions significantly
affecting the environment a detailed statement of the environmental impact of the proposed
action. A Notice of Intent to Prepare a Draft Programmatic, Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (PSEIS) for the Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisiana— Comprehensive
Coastwide Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study (hereinafter LCA Comprehensive Study)
was published in the Federal Register (Volume 67, No. 65) on Thursday, April 4, 2002. The
NEPA also provides for an early and open public process—scoping—for determining the scope
of issues, resources, impacts, and alternatives to be addressed in the draft PSEIS.

The New Orleans District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and its local
sponsor, the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, along with six Federal and three state
agencies are working together as a collocated team on this study. The agencies involved include
the Louisiana Governor’s Office, the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, the
Environmental Protection Agency, the Natural Resources Conservation Service, NOAA
Fisheries (National Marine Fisheries Service), the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, and the U. S.
Geological Service. The study team is based at the New Orleans District office of the Corps.

Scoping Process

The scoping process is designed to provide an early and open means of determining the



scope of issues (problems, needs, and opportunities) to be identified and addressed in the draft
PSEIS. Scoping is the process used to: a) identify the affected public and agency concerns; b)
facilitate an efficient PSEIS preparation process; ¢) define the issues and alternatives that will be
examined in detail in the PSEIS; and d) save time in the overall process by helping to ensure that
the draft statements adequately address relevant issues. Scoping is a process, not an event or a
meeting; it continues throughout the PSEIS process and may involve meetings, telephone
conversations, and/or written comments. Scoping is a critical component of the overall public
involvement program. An intensive public involvement program will be initiated and
maintained throughout the study to solicit input from affected Federal, State, and local agencies,
Indian tribes, and interested private organizations and individuals. This Scoping Report presents
and summarizes the scoping comments expressed at the public scoping meetings, as well as
written comments, scoping comment letters, and email comments received during the comment
period ending May 9, 2002. A series of public scoping meetings regarding the LCA
Comprehensive Study were held at 7:00 PM on the following dates and at the designated
locations:

April 15, 2002: at the LSU Agriculture Center Extension Office, 1105 West Port Street,
Abbeville, Louisiana 70510.

April 16, 2002: at McNeese State University, Hardtner Hall, Stokes Auditorium, 550 Sale
Road, Lake Charles, Louisiana 70609.

April 17, 2002: at the Belle Chasse Auditorium, 8398 Highway 23, Belle Chasse, Louisiana
70037.

April 18, 2002: at Southeastern Louisiana University, Room 133, University Center, 700
West University Avenue, Hammond, Louisiana 70402.

April 22, 2002: at Peltier Park, 151 Peltier Park Drive, Thibodeaux, Louisiana, 70301.

April 24, 2002: at the Morgan City Municipal Auditorium, 928 Myrtle Street, Morgan City,
Louisiana 70380.

Study Authority

The LCA Comprehensive Study is authorized through Resolutions of the U.S. House of
Representatives and Senate Committees on Public Works, October 19, 1967 and April 19, 1967.

Proposed Action

Building on the Coast 2050 Plan and the May 1999, 905(b) Reconnaissance Report, the New
Orleans District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) proposes to prepare a PSEIS for
the LCA Comprehensive Study. The proposed action would assess, at a feasibility
programmatic-level, coastal restoration projects that would sustain a coastal ecosystem that
supports and protects the environment, economy and culture of Southern Louisiana and that
contributes greatly to the economy and well being of the nation. The LCA Comprehensive
Study will supplement previous NEPA documents, combining the “lessons learned” from
previous Louisiana coastal wetlands restoration efforts, and develop the existing Coast 2050
restoration strategies into projects for the creation of a programmatic, coast-wide, ecosystem
restoration plan.



In December 1998 the Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Force
and the Louisiana State Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Authority (constituted under Act
6 R.S. 49:213 et seq.) prepared and adopted the Coast 2050 Plan as their official restoration plan.
The December 1998 report “Coast 2050: Toward a Sustainable Coastal Louisiana”, also known
as the “Coast 2050 Plan”, was developed in recognition of the need for a single comprehensive
plan for restoration and sustainability of the Louisiana coastal area. The Coast 2050 Plan, which
has been supported by the state of Louisiana, five Federal agencies, and the local coastal parish
governments of Louisiana, serves as the joint coastal restoration plan of the Coastal Wetlands
Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act (CWPPRA; Public Law No. 101-646 (1990)) and the
Louisiana State Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Authority.

The LCA Comprehensive Study will assess, at a programmatic feasibility-level, the Coast
2050 Plan. Specifically, the LCA Comprehensive Study will evaluate the restoration strategies
identified in the Coast 2050 Plan for each of the four major hydrologic regions of the state
(consisting of nine hydrological basins) of the coastal zone, developing those regional strategies
that are considered keystone strategies into projects, and combining those projects into plans that
best address the ecosystem restoration needs for the entire Louisiana coastal area, while
complying with applicable rules, regulations and administration policy.

The purpose of the LCA Comprehensive Study is to determine the feasibility of sustaining a
coastal ecosystem that supports and protects the environment, economy and culture of southern
Louisiana, and that contributes greatly to the economy and well being of the nation. Specifically,
the LCA Comprehensive Study will determine the feasibility of achieving the following
restoration goals:

1. Sustaining a coastal ecosystem with the essential functions and values of the natural
ecosystem;

2. Restoring the ecosystem to the highest practicable acreage of productive and diverse
wetlands; and

3. Accomplishing this restoration through an integrated program that has multiple use
benefits, benefits not solely for wetlands, but for all the communities, industries, and
resources of the coast.

4. Developing a comprehensive plan that is coordinated and consistent with other major
land use and infrastructure features, particularly with respect to navigation, hurricane
protection/flood control, and oil and gas production.

The LCA Comprehensive Study, in addition to conducting a programmatic environmental
impact assessment, will supplement the findings from the following NEPA documents:

1. The draft EIS “Land Loss and Marsh Creation, St. Bernard, Plaquemines and Jefferson
Parishes, Louisiana” (USACE 1990);

2. The EIS titled “Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act Louisiana
Coastal Wetlands Restoration Plan” (La Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration
Task Force, 1993); and

3. The “Programmatic Hydrologic Management Environmental Impact Statement and



Appendices” (USACE 1996).
Additionally, the LCA Comprehensive Study will utilize and complement the findings from
the following reports and studies:

1. The “Mississippi and Louisiana Estuarine Areas Reconnaissance Report” (USACE
1981);

2. The “Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisiana, Shore and Barrier Island Erosion” Initial

Evaluation Study (USACE 1984);

MRC/MVD Task Group Report (USACE 1985);

Louisiana Coastal Area- Mississippi River Delta Study Recon (USACE 1990);

5. Louisiana Coastal Area — Ecosystem Restoration, Louisiana reconnaissance report
approved May 1999; and

6. Mississippi River Sediment, Nutrient, and Freshwater Redistribution (MRSNFR) Study
(USACE 2000).

W

Need for the Study

The 905(b) Reconnaissance Report recommended that the Coast 2050 plan proceed to the
feasibility phase, contingent upon the execution of a Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement (FCSA)
with a non-Federal Sponsor. An FCSA was executed with the Louisiana Department of Natural
Resources on February 17, 2000 and amended on March 14, 2002.

The 905(b) Reconnaissance Report estimates that more than a million acres of Louisiana
coastal wetlands have been lost within the last 60 years and the current land loss rate ranges
between 25 and 30 square miles annually (16,000 to 19,000 acres), or about one football field
every 25 minutes. This accounts for nearly 80 percent of all coastal land loss in the lower 48
states today. The 905(b) Reconnaissance Report concludes that even with current restoration
efforts, Louisiana is projected to lose nearly 400,000 acres of marsh and 232,000 acres of swamp
by the year 2050, an area the size of Rhode Island.

In February 2002, the Governor’s Committee on the Future of Coastal Louisiana (COFCL)
prepared a report, “Saving Coastal Louisiana: Recommendations for Implementing an Expanded
Coastal Restoration Program,” which provided recommendations as a starting point for a
renewed and expanded coastal restoration effort. The COFCL report characterizes Louisiana’s
land loss crisis as an emergency of untold cost to the state of Louisiana and the nation that must
be confronted now, with all available resources. The devastation of the coastal land loss will,
according to the COFCL report, directly affect our nation’s security, navigation, energy
consumption, and food supply. The COFCL report further elaborates that the potential loss of
lives, infrastructure, industry, ecosystems and culture cannot be overstated.

Study Alternatives

During the Coast 2050 public meetings conducted in 1997-1998, 83 regional ecosystem
restoration strategies were developed. In January 2001, these strategies were revised into 88
regional ecosystem restoration strategies. The LCA Comprehensive Study will develop the
Coast 2050 Plan strategies that are considered keystone strategies into an array of alternatives



that consist of projects. Other restoration alternatives that will be considered include the No
Action Alternative, as well as restoration strategies/alternatives suggested during the scoping
process. Alternatives will be evaluated to ensure compliance with current Federal and state laws
and regulations. Potential adverse effects of strategies will be identified and recommendations
for mitigation measures, if appropriate, will be suggested. A programmatic, supplemental EIS is
being prepared because of the potential for significant direct, indirect, secondary, and cumulative
impacts on the human and natural environment. The LCA Comprehensive Study is envisioned
as the next step in the natural progression and evolution in our efforts to address the problems
and determine opportunities for the adaptive environmental assessment and restoration of the
coastal wetlands of Louisiana.

Resources/Issues to be addressed in the PSEIS

This Scoping Report presents the scoping comments regarding significant resources and
issues to be evaluated in the PSEIS. They include elements of the natural environment, such as
wetlands, fish and wildlife, natural waterways, and waterbodies; elements of the man-made
environment such as water quality, drainage patterns, floodplains, regulated hazardous wastes,
socioeconomic resources, and transportation; as well as historic and cultural resources.

Study Area

The LCA Comprehensive Study will evaluate the restoration strategies identified in the Coast
2050 Plan for each of the nine major hydrologic basins of the Louisiana coastal zone, developing
those strategies, and selecting plans that best address the ecosystem restoration needs for the
entire Louisiana coastal area, while complying with applicable rules, regulations and
administration policy. Figure 1 displays the general study area for the Louisiana Coastal Area
authority. Figure 2 displays the four Coast 2050 regions and the nine major coastal basins. The
study area spans 20 coastal parishes.
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Scoping Questions

The Public Notice provided two questions as a means of focusing the public’s comments and
concerns on identifying “KEYSTONE STRATEGIES”:

Question #1. What are the most important issues, resources, and impacts that we should
consider in the PSEIS and the study process?

Question #2. Are there any other Coast 2050 coastwide or regional strategies or modifications
to existing Coast 2050 coastwide or regional strategies that we should consider in the PSEIS
and the study process?

At each scoping meeting, the Study Team presented a brief description of the NEPA scoping
process, the Corps study process, and how the NEPA process will be implemented, including,
preparation of the PSEIS. The number of scoping participants included: 25 at Abbeville, 28 at
Lake Charles, 44 at Belle Chasse, 17 at Hammond, 12 at Thibodaux, and 22 at Morgan City (see
attached list of names of scoping participants).

The scoping facilitator asked each scoping participant to provide his or her comments.
Comments were recorded and this procedure was repeated until no new comments were
expressed. At the Belle Chasse scoping meeting, participants were separated into four different
groups, comprised of about 15 individuals each, to provide their comments. At all other scoping
meetings, participants were not separated into smaller groups.

REVIEW OF SCOPING COMMENTS

The scoping comments document the public’s concerns about the scope of the LCA
Comprehensive Study and also identify strategies suggested as “keystone” to restoration efforts.
This information will be considered both in the study process and in preparation of the draft
PSEIS. A total of 301 comments were received during the comment period; 287 comments were
expressed at the six scoping meetings (see Tables 1a-f) and 14 written (letter, fax, and email) and
verbal (telephone) comments were received during the comment period. All registered scoping
meeting participants, as well as those providing written or verbal comments, will be included on
the study mailing list of interested parties and will receive copies of this Scoping Report. The
study mailing list will also be used for informing interested parties of the availability of the draft
PSEIS for their review and comment. In addition, the Scoping Report will be posted on the

study web site located at http://www.c0ast2050.gov .

Tables 1a-g display where in the draft PSEIS individual scoping comments would likely be
addressed. To create Tables 1a-g, each scoping comment was reviewed for content and
categorized by PSEIS subject matter heading. A scoping comment may be addressed in more
than one section of the draft PSEIS if such is necessary to fully consider the ramifications of the
comment. The PSEIS subject matter headings include: Purpose and Need for Action (PN),
Alternatives Including the Proposed Action (Alt), Affected Environment (AE), and
Environmental Consequences (EC). Scoping comments also included specific concerns



regarding Consultation and Coordination (CC) with the public and other agencies. Compliance
with Regulations (Federal, state, and local environmental laws and regulations) is included in
this category. Compliance with major environmental laws and regulations such as the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, and the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act will be addressed in specific sections of the draft PSEIS (especially in
the Environmental Consequences section).

SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

The 287 comments expressed at the six public scoping meetings and the 14 written or verbal
comments are summarized below. Scoping comments are grouped by PSEIS subject matter
heading. A brief description of those comments most often expressed is described. Generally,
the most numerous comments and concerns were expressed regarding project alternatives,
followed by environmental consequences, consultation and coordination, affected environment,
and purpose and need for action.

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE ACTION. This section of the draft PSEIS identifies the
proposed action, the need for the proposed action, the study authority, major public concerns,
and planning objectives. Of the 301 total scoping comments, 87 comments relate to the purpose
and need for the proposed action. Typical comments related to the purpose and needs included:
protection of infrastructure, revamping the state and Federal laws that hinder restoration efforts,
and suggestions regarding the need to restore specific areas, such as the Barataria-Terrebonne
estuary system, barrier islands, and land bridges.

The Abbeville scoping meeting participants expressed 10 comments related to purpose and
need. Comments regarding consideration of artificial reef formation, restoration to address
interior marsh loss, and the management of upland watershed hydrology were most often
expressed.

The Lake Charles scoping meeting participants expressed nine comments related to purpose
and need. Comments regarding the preservation of the ecosystem and prevention of saltwater
intrusion were most often expressed. Other comments expressed more than once included:
construction of a battle line along the coastal area and watershed management to reduce rapid
inflows.

The Belle Chasse scoping meeting participants expressed 14 comments related to purpose
and need. Comments regarding the ability of the EIS to reflect community needs and
identification of project benefits with respect to urban areas were most often expressed. Other
comments expressed more than once include: close the Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet; the
beneficial use of material resulting from hopper dredging; coordinate Clean Water Act Section
404 permits and restoration efforts; and protection of oysters from effects of freshwater
diversions.

The Hammond scoping meeting participants expressed eight comments related to purpose
and need. Comments most often expressed include: the opportunistic use of the Bonne Carre
Spillway; anticipation of potential problems to restoration (such as oyster lease issues); a



continuation of public meetings to keep the public informed; and coordination of the LCA
Comprehensive Study efforts with other restoration efforts.

The Thibodaux scoping meeting participants expressed 16 comments related to purpose and
need. Comments most often expressed included: consider constructing the 3" Delta
Conveyance Channel; the need for accelerated construction of restoration measures; implement
large-scale restoration projects; integrate the LCA Comprehensive Study with other restoration
studies; increase public involvement and public education; restoration and protection of barrier
islands; concern with an appropriate strategy for the sequence of implementing restoration
strategies; and the alleged inadequacy of existing restoration projects.

The Morgan City scoping meeting participants expressed 17 comments concerning purpose
and need. Comments most often expressed include: the use of the Atchafalaya River and the
Houma Navigation Channel as a source and means of transport of freshwater into the basin.
Other comments expressed more than once included: consider expanding the study area to
include the entire Atchafalaya Basin Floodway; highlight the urgency of need to restore wetlands
in Terrebonne Parish; consideration of upstream influences and nutrients entering the region;
consider focusing restoration efforts on those areas with highest land loss rates; addressing the
siltation of natural bayous; and coordination of restoration efforts with local landowners.

From the 14 total written comments, 13 relate to the purpose and need for action.
Comments directly addressing purpose and need include: consider accelerating the restoration
process; the importance of considering regional ecosystem values; the significance and
importance of considering fish habitat; consideration of many different problems associated with
diverting Mississippi River waters for restoration purposes; flood protection; and returning the
natural hydrology of the entire system.

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE. This section of the
draft PSEIS identifies and describes plans eliminated from further study, the no-action or
without-project conditions, alternatives considered in detail, the preferred alternative, and the
comparative impacts of alternatives. Consideration of the "No Action" alternative is required,
and includes a description of the consequences of no action being taken. Of the 301 total
scoping comments, 207 comments regarding project alternatives and strategies were expressed.
Reestablishment of wooded barrier islands and barrier headlands was an alternative mentioned
repeatedly at each scoping meeting. In addition, the use of the 3" Delta Conveyance Channels
Alternative to divert fresh water was mentioned repeatedly and was considered an alternative
applicable to several different basins. One strategy common throughout the Lake Charles,
Thibodaux, and Belle Chasse areas is the process of dredging and use of sediment.

The Abbeville scoping meeting participants expressed 30 comments regarding alternatives.
Those comments most often expressed include: consider shoreline protection and reef
restoration; widespread concern with multiple hydrological issues related to restoration
activities; the restoration and preservation of Marsh Island; determining alternatives that address
the problem of marsh loss due to an influx of freshwater from inland sources; determining
alternatives that address the adverse effects on agriculture caused by saltwater intrusion. Other
comments expressed more than once included: devise alternatives that would provide for the



restoration of natural ridge habitat; and design alternatives that would reduce sedimentation in
bay areas.

The Lake Charles scoping meeting participants expressed 23 comments regarding
alternatives. Those comments most often expressed include: extend protection at Holly Beach;
control salinity to prevent saltwater intrusion into interior wetlands; develop alternative
strategies for the protection of existing coastal resources, and consider expanding the study area
to include the upper Sabine and Calcasieu basins outside of the coastal zone. Other comments
expressed more than once included: devise alternatives that operate and manage all existing
locks to move water and operation of the Calcasieu Lock to evacuate excess water.

The Belle Chasse scoping meeting participants expressed 62 comments regarding
alternatives. Those comments most often expressed include: consider construction of multiple
diversions for restoration; restoration of barrier islands; and finding a way to utilize the
sediments from the Mississippi River for restoration. Other comments expressed more than once
included: the construction of artificial reefs; the need for freshwater diversion with input limited
to those marshes located adjacent to rivers; closing canals entering navigation channels to reduce
wake erosion; and controlling salinity to reduce saltwater intrusion.

The Hammond scoping meeting participants expressed 36 comments regarding alternatives.
Comments most often expressed included: the opportunistic use of the Bonne Carre; avoiding
marsh management structures; the use of existing waterways and outlets for freshwater
diversion; consideration of all methodologies for restoration; prevention of shoreline erosion in
Lake Pontchartrain; and the use of the Industrial Canal lock replacement as a possible diversion
opportunity.

The Thibodaux scoping participants expressed 26 comments regarding alternatives. The
creation the 3" Delta Conveyance Channel for ecosystem restoration was considered the most
important alternative by many of the scoping participants and was repeatedly presented. Other
comments expressed more than once included: sediment use for the control of saltwater
intrusion; addressing flood and fishery issues; hydrologic control of navigation channels; and
stabilization of critical shoreline areas.

The Morgan City scoping participants expressed 17 comments regarding alternatives. One
of the most often expressed alternatives was that restoration efforts should include a greater
focus on Terrebonne Parish and other areas with high land loss rates. Creation of the 3" Delta
Conveyance Channel for ecosystem restoration was also considered one of the most important
alternative by many of the scoping participants and was repeatedly presented. Other comments
expressed more than once included: the use of water and sediments from the Atchafalaya River
for restoration of surrounding parishes; restore barrier islands; restore land bridges; and consider
restoration with a slurry of sediments by pipeline.

Thirteen written comments were submitted relating to alternatives. These include: consider
implementing multiple diversions into the basins; consider the frequent use of the Bonne Carre
Spillway; the use of alternative material for fill and shoreline protection; the use of tires and
wooden pilings for shoreline protection; strategic pipeline diversions and barrier island



restoration to deter saltwater intrusion; maximizing estuarine organism access; provide
protection for Lake Pontchartrain shoreline; coordination between the 404 permitting process
and those areas restored.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT. This section of the draft PSEIS identifies and describes the
natural and human resources including physical, biological, social and economic, and cultural
resources likely to be impacted in and surrounding the vicinity of the proposed action area and
alternative areas. This section also includes a description of the locations, quantities, and
qualities of significant resources and why they are significant.

Of the 301 total comments expressed at the scoping meeting, 113 comments related to the
affected environment. In general, the most often presented scoping comment related to the need
to do something for the widespread coastal land loss and saltwater intrusion across the Louisiana
coastal zone. Other comments common across all scoping meetings include: the problem of
saltwater intrusion adversely impacting existing fresh, intermediate, and brackish marshes; and
the deterioration and loss of inland marshes. Another comment regarding the affected
environment common across all scoping meetings was the loss of barrier islands and headlands.

The Abbeville scoping meeting participants expressed seven comments concerning the
affected environment. The most often mentioned comments included: extend protection at
Holly Beach; concern with flooding (too much water) in the surrounding areas; concern with reef
restoration in the Gulf of Mexico; restoration of Marsh Island; restoration of the shoreline; and
concern with restoration of Vermilion Bay to a brackish hydrology.

The Lake Charles scoping meeting participants expressed 15 comments regarding the
affected environment. The most often mentioned comments include: concern with the salinity
intrusion into the Sabine River and adjacent wetlands and Sabine Lake; operation of the
Calcasieu Lock to evacuate excess water from Calcasieu Lake; and attention to the diversity of
local (native) plants.

The Belle Chasse scoping participants expressed 39 comments relating to the affected
environment. The most often presented comments include: concern that the amount of sediment
produced by freshwater diversion is sufficient to rebuild/restore the target area; concern with
water quality issues; protection of oysters from restoration-related impacts; and consideration of
adverse impacts of restoration activities on plants, wildlife and fish; consideration of potential
impacts of nuisance species on restoration; and restore barrier islands.

The Hammond scoping meeting participants expressed 23 comments related to the affected
environment. The most often presented comments included: consideration of urban sprawl;
hurricane impacts; use of the Bonne Carre Spillway as a tool for restoration; and sewage
treatment on the north shore of Lake Pontchartrain.

The Thibodaux scoping meeting participants expressed seven comments relating to the
affected environment. The most often presented comments include: consider using Mississippi
River freshwater and sediment for restoration purposes; consider flood protection as an aspect of
restoration projects; and consider the 3" Delta Conveyance Channel to address saltwater
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intrusion and land loss.

The Morgan City scoping meeting participants expressed 10 comments on the affected
environment. The most often presented comments include: consider restoring Terrebonne Parish
next; the use of waterways such as the Atchafalaya River and the 3" Delta Conveyance Channel
for restoration; and the restoration of natural ridges and levees.

From the 14 total written comments, 11 comments relate to the affected environment. The
most often presented comments include: the loss of renewable resources in the coastal zone; the
impact of tidal exchange control on the fish habitat; consider testing dredged material for toxins;
consider dredging the Empire Waterway; and studying the effects of restoration projects on
threatened and endangered species.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES. In this section of the draft PSEIS, the

environmental effects of each alternative on significant resources are described and compared
among alternatives. For each alternative considered in detail, the direct, secondary, and
cumulative impacts to each significant resource would be compared. Potential mitigation
measures for adverse environmental impacts are also expressed. For each alternative considered
in detail, current and predicted future conditions would be used as the basis for determining
mitigation (preferably in-kind and in-basin), insuring compliance with all rules, regulations, and
guidelines.

Of the 301 total comments and concerns expressed at the scoping meeting, 116 comments
related to the environmental consequences. One concern common to all areas is the restoration
of barrier islands and headlands because these areas protect inland areas and serve as habitats for
neotropical, migrating birds. Another shared concern is the effect of freshwater diversion on
oyster populations. For example, at the Belle Chasse scoping meeting, one comment considered
the maintenance of target salinities in order to sustain oysters and marine fisheries.

The Abbeville scoping meeting participants expressed four comments related to
environmental consequences. These comments included: consider marsh loss due to the influx
of freshwater north and south of Louisiana Highway 82; general concern with coastal land loss;
general concern with addressing marsh loss; and concern with restoring woody habitat for
migrating neotropical birds.

The Lake Charles scoping meeting participants expressed 11 comments related to
environmental consequences. The most often expressed comments included: the need for
salinity controls to prevent saltwater intrusion; need for barrier island/shoreline restoration;
restrict recreational vehicles from beach and dune areas; impacts of hydrologic modification and
maintenance of navigation channels; and the need to put a higher priority on protecting the Holly
Beach area.

The Belle Chasse scoping meeting participants expressed 50 comments related to
environmental consequences. The most often presented comments include: concern that the
amount of sediment produced by freshwater diversion is sufficient to rebuild/restore the target
area; concern with water quality issues; protection of oysters from restoration-related impacts;
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and consideration of adverse impacts of restoration activities on plants, wildlife and fish;
consideration of potential impacts of nuisance species on restoration; and restore barrier islands.

The Hammond scoping meeting participants expressed 25 comments related to
environmental consequences. The most often presented comments included: consideration of
urban sprawl; hurricane impacts; use of the Bonne Carre Spillway as a tool for restoration; and
sewage treatment on the north shore of Lake Pontchartrain.

The Thibodaux scoping meeting participants expressed seven comments related to
environmental consequences. The most often expressed comments included: consider the
importance of salinity control to prevent saltwater intrusion; consider flood protection as part of
the restoration measures; consider using Mississippi River sediment-laden waters for restoration;
and coordination between the 404 permitting process and those areas restored.

The Morgan City scoping meeting participants expressed 9 comments related to
environmental consequences. The most often expressed comments include: consider impacts to
pipeline exposure due to erosion; the use of riverine resources to conserve water; and
stabilization of banks along any of the navigation channels.

From the 14 total written comments, 10 comments related to environmental consequences.
The most often expressed comments included: the ability to restore the natural hydrology; land
loss impacts on the ten national wildlife refuges in coastal Louisiana; consider shoreline
protection of Lake Pontchartrain; consider the opportunistic use of the Bonne Carre Spillway;
and consider potential impacts to threatened and endangered species.

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION. This section of the draft PSEIS deals with
consultation and coordination with the public and Federal, state, and local agencies, including
compliance with various laws and regulations. References to compliance with specific
regulations are presented in various sections and appendices throughout the draft PSEIS. A
notice will be placed in the Federal Register that identifies the draft PSEIS, the agency, and the
manner in which copies may be obtained. A date is given for the receipt of comments on the
draft, usually 45 days after issuance of the draft PSEIS. The draft PSEIS will contain a table
describing the status of compliance with applicable Federal, state, and other laws and
regulations. Separate sections are presented in the draft PSEIS describing compliance with the
Clean Air Act Applicability Determination, the Coastal Zone Management Act, the Endangered
Species Act, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, Prime and Unique Farmlands, 1980 CEQ
Memorandum, Section 404(b)(1) evaluation, and coordination the State Historic Preservation
Officer. Other scoping comments and concerns, less easily categorized, will be appropriately
described and addressed in the draft PSEIS.

Of the 301 total comments concerns expressed at the scoping meeting, 113 comments
related to coordination and consultation. Typical comments relating to consultation and
coordination included the importance of simplistic public notification procedures explaining

projects and involvement of public special interest organizations and public figures.

The Abbeville scoping meeting participants expressed nine comments related to
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consultation and coordination. The most often expressed comments included: incorporation of
private landowner concerns in the PSEIS; addressing conflicting mission statements between
federal agencies; addressing conflicts between restoration strategies; potential conflicts between
restoration and permit applications for improvements of navigation channels; and revamping
State & Federal laws hindering restoration efforts.

The Lake Charles scoping meeting participants expressed 14 comments related to
consultation and coordination. The most often expressed comments included: higher priority for
westward extension of Holly Beach breakwaters; consider using taxes to help fund restoration
costs; preservation of private land ownership; and adjusting legislation for the Sabine River
Compact.

The Belle Chasse scoping meeting participants expressed 32 comments related to
consultation and coordination. The most often expressed comments included: holding
permittees accountable for erosion control; an emphasis on speeding up the study process; a need
for better meeting announcements; public input accepted throughout the study and project
process; consistency between Minerals Management Service and the Coast 2050 plan; and the
potential impact of the proposed Millennium Port.

The Hammond scoping meeting participants expressed 10 comments related to consultation
and coordination of the study. The most often expressed comments included: consider
incentives for landowner’s cooperation in restoration efforts; continue public meetings;
coordinate with other restoration efforts; and consider urban development.

The Thibodaux scoping meeting participants expressed 18 comments related to consultation
and coordination. The most often expressed comments included: prioritizing large scale
projects such as conveyance channels; the need to reach out to public conservation
organizations; expediting the LCA Comprehensive Study to move projects to construction more
rapidly; and keeping key people in public organizations involved to spread information to the
public.

The Morgan City scoping meeting participants expressed 14 comments related to
consultation and coordination. The most often expressed comments included: better information
and education for the public; notification of industry stakeholders; seeking nationwide support;
water quality and wastewater management; and consider proposed navigation projects and
interests.

From the 14 total written comments, 14 related to consultation and coordination. The most
often expressed comments included: a holistic approach to environmental restoration; a revision
of Louisiana law that states the government acquires ownership of minerals once land
submerges; coordination with other restoration projects (i.e. Maurepas Swamp Diversion,
Caernarvon Diversion); MMS draft environmental impact statements that do not take the Coast
2050 Plan into consideration; and closing the Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet to deep draft
navigation when adequate container facilities exist on the river.
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CONCLUSIONS

The scoping comments and concerns described herein identify the significant issues, range
of alternatives, and mitigation the public and other interested parties request to be addressed in
the Corps study process and in the draft PSEIS. Many of the scoping comments and concerns
are presently being considered in the development of alternatives. Scoping comments would
likely be addressed in the draft PSEIS as described above. A completion date for the draft
PSEIS has not been determined yet. However, when completed, the draft PSEIS will be
distributed for public comment and interagency review. The Corps’ responses to public
comments on the draft PSEIS will be included in the Final PSEIS, which will also be made
available to the public for comment.
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TABLES l.a—1.g
SCOPING MEETING COMMENTS
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Table 1a. LCA Comprehensive Study -- Scoping Meeting Comments from Abbeville, Louisiana, April 15, 2002. P&N = Purpose and Need;
ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section

Comment Addressed

# | PN|ALT|AE|EC|CC COMMENT (KS=Keystone Strategy)
1 X Flooding concerns in Vermilion, Iberia, and St. Mary Parishes
2 X X Address coastal land loss in the study.
3 X X Cheniere Au Tigre shoreline protection and building up coastline.
41X |X X |Incorporate Chenier Plain Initiative in PSEIS.
51X X |Incorporate private landowner concerns in PSEIS.
Assure that all previous Coast 2050 strategies are implemented; especially Region 3 Strategy 15,16,17,18 strategies and
Weeks Bay 1135/CWPPRA.[Region 3 Strategy15 (R3-15): Optimize GIWW flows into marshes and minimize direct flow
into bays. R3-16. Maintain Vermilion, East and West Cote Blanche bays as brackish. R3-17. Reduce sedimentation in bays.
6|X [X X |R3-18. Create an artificial reef complex including one extending from Point Chevreuil southward.]
7 X Restore/preserve Marsh Island.
8 X Restore reef functions in Gulf to protect Marsh Island.
9 X X Restore Vermilion Bay system to brackish hydrology.
10 X X No deep water channel through Vermilion Bay.
11 X |Address conflicting mission statements between federal agencies.
121X |IX [X |X Influx of freshwater north & south of Hwy. 82 in Pecan Island; concerns of marsh loss.
13(X [X Stop saltwater intrusion so agriculture can survive.
14 X KS -Restore natural flows. Reconfiguring natural flows changed by man-made structures.
15 X KS-Allow natural regeneration of existing reefs for flood control.
16 X KS-Control Wax Lake outlet to reduce freshwater flows onto barrier reefs.
17 X KS-Region 3 Strategy 18:Create an artificial reef complex including one extending from Point Chevreuil southward.
KS-Region 3 Strategy 7:Maintain or direct Atchafalaya River water or other freshwater sources and sediment through the
18 X GIWW or other water sources.
19 X KS-Shoreline protection with tires & pilings along entire Region 3 coastline.
KS-Region 3 Strategy 7 modify to read “or other conveyance channels” in place of “or other channels”. [Region 3-7
20 X Maintain or direct Atchafalaya River water or other freshwater sources. ]
21 X KS-To increase water retention into Region 3 & 4 systems and sediment through the GIWW or other water sources.
KS-Region 4 Strategy 4:Move water from Lakes Subbasin across Hwy. 82 including outfall management and flood
22 X protection where needed.
KS-Reduce tidal flux/prism into marshes to reduce interior marsh loss so that alligators benefit. Similar to Region 3 Strategy
10: Restore historic hydrologic conditions of major tidal exchange points or prevent adverse tidal exchange points between
23 X the Gulf/lake, lake/marsh, bay/marsh, Gulf/bay and marsh/navigation channel locations.
24 X KS-PSEIS should cover strategies no matter if it’s a federal, state, or private-funded project — streamline permit process.




Table 1a. LCA Comprehensive Study -- Scoping Meeting Comments from Abbeville, Louisiana, April 15, 2002. P&N = Purpose and Need;
ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section

Comment Addressed

# | PNIALT|AE|EC|CC COMMENT (KS=Keystone Strategy)
251X Restoration strategies should include infrastructure protection (cities, roads, pipelines, etc.).
26 X KS-Region 3-Strategy 2 and merge Atchafalaya and Wax Lake Deltas [R3-2: Increase deltaic land building where feasible.
27 X KS-Tie reef restoration to water management throughout Atchafalaya Basin for resource management.

Address conflicts between strategies-e.g..: correct the hydrology in the lower portion of basin so we don’t have to correct
28[X [X X |problems in the upper portion of basin.

Permit applications for improvement of existing or planned navigation channels should include consideration of Coast 2050
291X X |strategies.
30[X |X X |Manage upland watershed hydrology to maximize benefits into the coastal marshes.
31 X |Resolve conflicts between agencies, regions, & resource user groups.
32 X Region 3-Strategy 11:Protect, restore and maintain ridge functions.
33 X Region 3 Strategy 17:Reduce sedimentation in bays. add "and in navigational channels".

KS-Similar to Region 4, Strategy 16 except include "protection as primary function & included with maintenance dredging".
34 X (See Sue; R4-16: Stabilize Grand Lake and White Lake shorelines.)
35 X KS-Protect, restore & maintain land bridge functions from Fresh Water Bayou to the west and Southwest Pass to the east.
36 X KS-Manage tidal fluctuations that presently allow easy access for salt water intrusion.
37 X KS-Restore levees along manmade navigation & drainage channels that are currently degrading.
38X X |Revamp State & Federal laws that hinder restoration efforts.

Reestablish wooded barrier islands, barrier headlands, and cheniers for protection of inland areas, and resting/refueling
39 X X X habitats for neotropical migrant birds. This comment is applicable for all 4 regions.




Table 1b. LCA Comprehensive Study -- Scoping Meeting Comments from Lake Charles, Louisiana, April 16, 2002. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section
Comment Addressed

# |PNALTAE|EC|CC COMMENT (KS = Keystone)
KS Region 4 Strategy 8, Restore hydrologic conditions; add “and wetland diversity” [R4-8: Restore hydrologic conditions
throughout the region to protect wetlands from hydrologic modification and maintain navigation where necessary at major
1 X X tidal exchange points specifically at the Gulf to lake and lake to marsh interchanges.]
KS- Region 4 Strategy 18, Restore shoreline. Restrict recreational vehicles to beach and off the dune. [R4-18: Stabilize the
2 X X [X [Gulf of Mexico shoreline from Calcasieu Pass to Johnson’s Bayou.]
Restore shorelines along GIWW. Similar to Regional 4 Strategy 22, 23 and other strategies [R4-22: Prevent the coalescence
3 X X of Grand and White lakes. R4-23: Prevent the coalescence of Grand Lake and the GIWW.]
Region 4 Strategy 6. Dredging for beneficial use. [R4-6: Use dedicated dredging or beneficial use of sediment for wetland
4 X X |creation or protection.)
Extend shoreline protection to Johnson Bayou. Region 4-18: Stabilize the Gulf of Mexico shoreline from Calcasieu Pass to
5 X Johnson’s Bayou.)
KS-Restore sediment interruption at Calcasieu & Mermentau Rivers similar to Region 4 Strategy 20 & 21. [R4-20: Restore
long-shore sediment flow across the mouth of Calcasieu Pass. R4-21: Restore long-shore sediment across the mouth of
6 X Mermentau Ship Channel. ]
7 X [X Tennessee pipeline (west of Holly Beach breakwater) protection from erosion.
8 X KS-Region 4 Strategy 18: Stabilize the Gulf of Mexico shoreline from Calcasieu Pass to Johnson’s Bayou.
91X X Preservation of ecosystem must be incorporated into the study.
10 X Concern about retention levees at Sabine National Refuge.
Region 4 Strategy 6, dedicated dredging include enhancement. [R4-6: Use dedicated dredging or beneficial use of sediment
11 X X |for wetland creation or protection.]
12(X X X Look at system holistically.
13[X X X [Cost factor must consider coastland value to nation.
Mermentau basin Region 4 Strategy 3, Sabine river inflow Region 4 Strategy 11. Must consider expanded boundaries [R4-
3: Manage watershed to reduce rapid inflows into the Mermentau Lakes Subbasin. R4-11: Maintain Sabine River inflow at
14|X X X |levels sufficient to restore and protect wetlands.]
Region 4 Strategy 1, Lock operation include benefits to wetlands [R4-1: Operate locks to evacuate excess water over that
15 X level specified by the USACE structure operational plan from the Mermentau Lakes Subbasin. ]
Add Coastwide Strategy 5 to Region 4 Strategy 6. [Coastwide Strategy 5: Maintenance of Gulf, bay and lake shoreline
16 X integrity. R4-6: Use dedicated dredging or beneficial use of sediment for wetland creation or protection. ]
17 X X  [Put higher priority on westward extension of Holly Beach breakwaters.
18X X |Include education of stakeholders such as maritime industry.




Table 1b. LCA Comprehensive Study -- Scoping Meeting Comments from Lake Charles, Louisiana, April 16, 2002. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section
Comment Addressed

# |[PNALTAE|EC|CC COMMENT (KS = Keystone)
Restore coastline 1.24 miles west of Holly Beach Breakwaters — include consideration of saltwater intrusion into Bayou
19 X [X Triull(?) as there are no buildings past this.
201X |X Prevention of saltwater intrusion should be a coastwide strategy.
Keystone - Region 4 Strategy 11. Sabine River flows. Policies need to be considered across Districts to maintain Sabine
Lake water management; involve FERC and Sabine River Authority. [R4-11. Maintain Sabine River inflow at levels
21 X X |sufficient to restore and protect wetlands.]
221X X [Sabine River Compact need legislation adjustment — Texas Senate Bill 1.
Region 4, Strategy 10-include wave action from ships (R4-10. Control adverse salinity and tidal amplitude in the Calcasieu
23 X X Ship Channel between the Gulf of Mexico and Calcasieu Lake at levels sufficient to protect and restore existing wetlands.]
Coastwide Common Strategy 7 — add attention to “intra” & “inter” diversity of plants [Coastwide Common Strategy 7:
24 X X Vegetative plantings. ]
KS-Combine Region 4 Strategy 7-Maintain and divert Atchafalaya River flows westward and Region 4 Strategy 19 strategy
into a Keystone strategy. [R4-7: Maintain or direct Atchafalaya River water or other freshwater sources and sediment inflow
through the GIWW or other channels. R4-19: Maintain Atchafalaya River mudstream along the Gulf of Mexico region 4
25 X shoreline.]
261X |X X |We should start putting a battle line along the coast (i.e. Hwy 82).
We need to be able to “handle” the problem of reduced Sabine River “inflows” to Sabine Lake. Similar to Region 4-
Programmatic strategy 9-“Contingency plan for adverse impacts of Texas Water Plan ...” [Region 4 Programmatic Strategy:
27 X |X Contingency plan for the adverse impacts of the Texas Water Development Board Plan (research and development).]
The beneficiary “stakeholders”-users that caused impacts should pay some (or a share) of the costs of this program
28 X |retroactively.
Region 4 Strategy 6: Use dedicated dredging or beneficial use of sediment for wetland creation or protection. Include "use
for wetland preservation". Pump sediment from Calcasieu Ship Channel dredging to restore marsh (i.e. beneficial use of
29 X |IX |X dredged material). Note: agencies prefer spoil to be used to restore marsh.
30 X |Consider “use tax” to help pay restoration costs-specifically oil & gas industry & pipelines
31 X |IX |X Strict adherence to designs for marsh creation.
32 X [Preservation of private land ownership.
Region 4 Strategy 2: New Calcasieu Lock-push forward through CCA process. Leave old lock for water management.
[Region 4-2: Operate existing Calcasieu Lock specifically to evacuate excess water, after timely building of a new lock on a
33[X |X |X [X |X |parallel channel specifically for navigation and coordinate with the USACE to implement the lock.]




Table 1b. LCA Comprehensive Study -- Scoping Meeting Comments from Lake Charles, Louisiana, April 16, 2002. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section
Comment Addressed

# |PNALTAE|EC|CC COMMENT (KS = Keystone)

See minutes from Imperial Calc. Regional Planning Commission — Coastal Zone Management Citizen Advisory Committee
34 X |(1970s).
35 X |Consider compromises between engineers & environmental scientists.

Salinity control at Sabine River at Causeway & Sabine Pass similar to Region 4 Strategy 12 & 13 [R4-12: Salinity
36 X X |X reduction of Sabine Lake at the Causeway. R4-13:Salinity control on the east shoreline of Sabine Lake and Sabine Pass.]

Reestablish wooded barrier islands, barrier headlands, and cheniers for protection of inland areas, and resting/refueling
37 X [X [X habitats for neotropical migrant birds. This comment is applicable to all 4 regions.




Table 1c. LCA Comprehensive Study -- Scoping Meeting Comments from Belle Chase, Louisiana, April 17, 2002. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section
Comment Addressed

# |PNALTAE|EC|CC COMMENT (Keystone Strategy = KS)
Belle Chase, LA — LCA Scoping Group 1
1 X KS-River sediment distribution/retention is a keystone strategy.
Recognize a problem that increasing the size of passes leads to increased tidal flows which in turn leads to increased
2 X saltwater intrusion; therefore narrow tidal passes, and armor and harden them with natural materials.
Consider the influence of habitat change on vectors (disease-carrying organisms) such as mosquitoes and birds, and the
3 X |X impacts on insect populations and public health.
4 X |X Monitor for zebra mussels and other invasive species.
5 X |IX [X Consider closing canals entering navigation channels to reduce wake erosion.
6 X X Consider vegetative planting, especially salt tolerant species.
7 X |X Consider that saltwater intrusion does not exist in brackish and salient marsh.
8 X |X Consider project impacts on coastal fisheries especially seafood.
9 X |X Consider the influence of habitat change on bird populations and public health (see also comment #3 above).
Consider implementing a Public Involvement program in restoration projects (especially with regard to sea grasses and

10 X |X marsh plants).

Consider that the introduction of fresh water into the system will increase algae, submerged aquatic vegetation, and the

11 X |X introduction of exotic plant species.

12 X |IX [X Mimic natural processes as much as possible in terms of rates of diverted flows.

13 X |IX [X Create nearshore artificial reefs as part of the barrier complex (using abandoned infrastructure) also in interior bays.

14 X Consider rebuilding of existing submerged barrier remnants.

15 X X [X Freshwater diversion is only needed in a narrow band of marsh immediately adjacent to a river.

A few blocks from river, have brackish intermediate saline marsh grasses which have regular saltwater inundation. Too

16 X X [X much flooding will drown any marsh.

17 X |X Barataria salinity regimes have not changed in past 100 yrs. Refer to chart. There are regularly occurring salinity cycles.
Restoration Strategies should consider the 3 major causes of wetland loss: (1) Hydraulic modifications to the Louisiana
coast, such as at the City of New Orleans with all of its manmade development features. (2) Lack of sediment in the
Mississippi River where sediment loads have been reduced by 80%. (3) Subsidence: Due to lack of sediment coming

18 X X [X downriver, we won’t be able to keep up with the rate of subsidence.

19 X X [X Mimic historic riverine processes; determine what year, what stage (historic hydrographs).

20 X [X Upriver crevasses prevented Delta marshes from flooding/upper basin swamps acted as holding basins (see comment 18)

21 X |Removal of sediment from the Mississippi River for non-restoration purposes should be regulated.

Sediment discharged onto the continental shelf is returned to the estuaries by storm surges, therefore reduction in

22 X [X sediment discharge to the Gulf would impact this process.

Opyster grass is invading the estuary as far north as Lafitte (in small patches). Oyster grass has a tear-away root system and

23 X X is nature’s last effort to vegetate the marsh before erosion.




Table 1c. LCA Comprehensive Study -- Scoping Meeting Comments from Belle Chase, Louisiana, April 17, 2002. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section

Comment Addressed

# |PNALTAE|EC|CC COMMENT (Keystone Strategy = KS)
Belle Chase, LA — LCA Scoping Group 2
Doug Daigle-testing of sediments for contaminants in advance of dedicated dredging; advise public of said testing; also
1 X |X [X [address nutrient loading concerns associated with diversions.
Nancy Walters (USFWS)- Region 2 Strategy 12—would this be a single diversion or multiple crevasses [R2-12: Construct
2 X |IX |X delta-building diversion between Main Pass and Baptiste Collette Bayou (about 50,000 cfs.]
3 X X |Paul Leboeuf-What is the status of the Ft. Jackson diversion study?
KS-Benny R-supports Region 2 Strategy 21/22. [R2-21: Extend and maintain barrier headlands, islands and shorelines.
4 X Region 2-22: Extend and maintain barrier shoreline from Sandy Point to Southwest Pass.]
5 X KS-Vickie: Barrier Island Restoration is Keystone strategy even before new diversions.
6 X |X Consider fault lines in planning of restoration activities.
7 X X [X Encourage several small diversions versus a single large diversion such as Myrtle Grove.
8 X X [X Consider location of Happy Jack (for diversion) because of closeness of the Mississippi River to marsh.
9 X When will strategies go into specific detail engineering? after approval of programmatic plan?
10 X Figure out a way to get sediment out of the river (Mississippi River).
11 X KS- Barrier Island restoration
12 X Control salinity to reduce saltwater intrusion.
13 X |X [X |X |Any diversion needs to have outfall management.
14 X |IX |X With mini siphons/diversion can control salinity.
15 X Consider soil salinity in dedicated dredging projects.
16 X |X Concerned about excessive nutrients in river diversion. Explain that marsh can absorb nutrients.
17(X [X X |EIS-how will EIS process reflect community, infrastructure, cultural etc. benefits of restoration effort?
18 Link marsh/land use/traditional uses (orange groves), survivability of communities—human environment.
19(X X X |Is closing the Mississippi River Gulf Outlet (MRGO) receiving serious consideration?
Is there consideration regarding an alternative navigation channel west of the Mississippi River—very concerned about
20(X |X |X |X adverse effects similar to MRGO—we should learn from our mistake.
21 X KS-Barrier Islands restoration.
Consider using compost materia such as yard waste from New Orleans in marsh creation; perhaps in Caminda Bay
mapping unit Region 2 Programmatic Strategy 3. Consider other locations (for restoration), particularly closer to
metropolitan areas. [Region 2 Programmatic Strategy 3: Use alternative sources of sediment such as red mud, compost,
22 X etc. (Caminada Bay mapping unit).]
23 X X |Hopper dredges-figure out a way to beneficially use that material.
24 X X |More beneficial use of Mississippi River/Baptiste Collette (sediments, dredged) material.




Table 1c. LCA Comprehensive Study -- Scoping Meeting Comments from Belle Chase, Louisiana, April 17, 2002. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section
Comment Addressed

# |PNALTAE|EC|CC COMMENT (Keystone Strategy = KS)
25 X X |Southwest Pass dredging-reduce/eliminate dumping dredge material into the Gulf.
26[X (X Identify benefits of projects to metropolitan areas.
Sediment trap-develop dredge to utilize material (in an efficient way) collected in sediment trap or retain dredge in “local”
27 X control (parish) so that dredge remains in area for periodic use.
Group Summary Keystone Strategies: Barrier Islands; Diversions-strong encouragement of using multiple smaller
diversion w/outfall mgt;and better, more complete, beneficial use of Mississippi River dredged material particularly in the
delta
Belle Chase, LA Scoping Comments Group #3
1 X Navigation lock above mouth of Mississippi River — new channel for navigation — allow current channels to silt up.
2 X |X Dredge material from Mississippi River and place it in Bastian Bay instead of using a diversion alone to accomplish this.
Keystone-(13) Good alternative that should be given priority. [R2-13: Construct a delta-building diversion into the
3 X American Bay/California Bay area (about 100,000 cfs).]
4 X X |Investigate use of sediment from dams in upper Mississippi River watershed.
51X Adopt the entire Coast 2050 Plan for construction.
KS- Extend and maintain barrier islands which is combination of Region 2 Strategies16, 18, 19, and 21. [R2-16.
Dedicated dredging and/or beneficial use of dredged material to create marsh in the Clovelly, Little Lake, Caminada Bay,
and Fourchon mapping units. R2-18: Gap spoil banks and plug canals in lower bay marshes. R2-19: Construct wave
6 X absorbers at the heads of bays. R2-21: Extend and maintain barrier headlands, islands and shorelines. ]
KS- Extend barrier shorelines similar to: Region 2-21: Extend and maintain barrier headlands, islands and shorelines. R2-
7 X 22: Extend and maintain barrier shoreline from Sandy Point to Southwest Pass. .
8 X KS — Dredge and pump sand from Mississippi River wherever possible
Mineral Management Service (MMS) activities have to be consistent with Coast 2050 plan (note an ongoing EIS being
9 X |prepared by MMS).
10 X Appropriate mitigation for pipeline and other activities within coastal zone (mitigate in affected parish).
KS- Region 2-6: Enrich existing diversions with sediment. R2-8: Construct small diversions into marsh with outfall
11 X management.
12 X |Impact of Millennium Port.
13 X X Use rock to restore barrier islands and restrict tidal prism.
14 X [X [X [Water quality from Mississippi River diversions should be addressed.
15 X X [X Fallacy that freshwater alone will create marsh. Sediment builds marsh faster.
KS-Need many large sediment diversion structures-as many as possible [R2-10, 11, 12, 13, 14; R2-10: Construct a delta-
building diversion in the Myrtle Grove/Naomi area (about 15,000 cfs).
R2-11: Construct delta-building diversion in Bastian Bay/Fort Jackson area (about 15,000 cfs).
R2-12: Construct delta-building diversion between Main Pass and Baptiste Collette Bayou (about 50,000 cfs). R2-13:
Construct a delta-building diversion into the American Bay/California Bay area (about 100,000 cfs). R2-14: Construct
16 X delta-building diversion through controlled crevasses into the Quarantine Bay area.
17(X X |Skimmers from shrimping operations destroy marsh. Restrictions to this activity should be considered.
18 X Region 1 Strategy 17:17. Close MRGO to deep draft navigation when adequate container facilities exist on the river




Table 1c. LCA Comprehensive Study -- Scoping Meeting Comments from Belle Chase, Louisiana, April 17, 2002. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section
Comment Addressed

# |PNALTAE|EC|CC COMMENT (Keystone Strategy = KS)
19 X Region #1-revisit Lake Pontchartrain barrier plan.
201X X |Expedite development of action plan and resources to rebuild facilities after a major storm or other events.
21 X Divert Southwest Pass sediments westward-diversion in Block 52 & 53.
KS Region 2 Strategy15: Prevent the loss of bedload into deep gulf waters off the Continental Shelf by relocating the
22 X Mississippi River Navigation Channel.
23 X |X [Publicize (study/project) successes.
24 X |Obtain right of eminent domain for coastal restoration.
25 X |Communication with citizens about meetings etc., such as posting notices at boat launches, marinas, and utility poles.
26 X [Courses at high schools, etc. about coastal issues.




Table 1c. LCA Comprehensive Study -- Scoping Meeting Comments from Belle Chase, Louisiana, April 17, 2002. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section
Comment Addressed

# |PNALTAE|EC|CC COMMENT (Keystone Strategy = KS)
27 Belle Chase, La Scoping Comments Group #4
28 X KS- Region 2 Strategy 21: Extend and maintain barrier headlands, islands and shorelines.
29 X What good are diversions during low river?
30 X Need monitoring of nutrients delivered in freshwater diversions (needs to meet nutrient criteria).
31X X [Public input accepted throughout (study/project) process.
32 X X [X KS- Freshwater diversions are not putting out enough sediment.
331X |X |X [X |X |How will you protect oysters with restoration projects like freshwater diversion?
34 X Can we increase sediment delivery in existing diversions [Region 2-6: Enrich existing diversions with sediment. ]
35X X [X Reduce the size of tidal passes.
36 X X |X |Monitor river water quality in diversions.
37 X X |X |Ensure target salinities are not harmful to oysters and other marine fisheries.
38 X X [X Consider that good effects of freshwater diversions are lost, when river too low to divert.
39 X X |X |Need monitoring of sediments (contaminants, toxics, etc.) in fish and wildlife.
40 X Reduce tidal flow in manmade canals [Region 2-18: Gap spoil banks and plug canals in lower bay marshes.]
Slow tidal movement. Restore barrier islands, reduce tidal passes. [Region 2-21: Extend and maintain barrier headlands,
41 X islands and shorelines. R2-22. Extend and maintain barrier shoreline from Sandy Point to Southwest Pass.]
42 X X Consider that freshwater diversions are ineffective against wind-driven tides in large open water areas.
43 X |X |X [Need cooperation of rest of U.S. to clean up the river (Mississippi River) so it is safe to divert into wetlands.
Hold permittees accountable for erosion control. Seek cooperation to repair past damages and in the future (future
44 X |potential damages).
This plan should include ideas to restore areas damaged pre-Section 404 unpermitted activities such as oil, gas,
45 X |navigation, and Superfund sites.
46(X |X |X |X [X [|Use lessons learned on barrier island/shoreline restoration projects (Grand Isle, Raccoon Island) to plan future projects.
47(X |X |X |X [X [Better coordination between (Section) 404 permitting & coastal restoration.
481X X [Special emphasis on Can we speed up this process? It is costing more to restore every day.
49 X [X Restore islands in interior bays (such as in St. Mary’s Parish).
501X X [Make sure you request enough money to do the job.
51 X |Need better meeting announcements.
52 X Region 1 Strategy 9: Dedicated delivery of sediment for marsh building.
Reestablish wooded barrier islands, barrier headlands, and cheniers for protection of inland areas, and resting/refueling
53 X X [X habitats for neotropical migrant birds. This is applicable to all 4 regions.




Table 1d. LCA Comprehensive Study -- Scoping Meeting Comments from Hammond, Louisiana, April 18, 2002. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section
Comment Addressed

# |PNALTAE|EC|CC COMMENT (Keystone Strategy = KS)
11X [X [X |X [X [Urban sprawl should be considered in the study.
2 X |IX |X Hurricane impacts should be considered in study.
3 X [ X [X Climate change should be considered in study.
Specific Comments
1 X X |X KS--River diversions through wetlands are Keystone Strategy.
2 X |IX |X KS--Restoration measures should mimic natural processes. Most importantly sediment from the Mississippi River.
3 X KS--Will water come in through Bayou Manchac and Lutcher and Bonne Carre?
4 X X KS--More fresh water into Lake Pontchartrain to push back the saltwater.
5 X Concern with region 3 strategies to better address the goals of the Coast 2050 plan.
6 X KS--(prevent) shoreline erosion in Lake Pontchartrain.
7 X [X [X Consider the pros and cons of all the restoration strategies.
8 X |IX |X Are we measuring subsidence effectively? Consider this in all strategies.
9 X |X |X |X [Consider all methodologies for restoration.
10 X X |KS--Necessary modification to navigation channels to optimize sediment distribution (continental shelf).
11 X |Consider private landowners and incentives for landowner cooperation in restoration efforts.
Use Bonne Carre as a 3rd diversion; especially over the west guide levee and into Bayou Trapanee on the east side. Also,
12 X use the Interstate-55 borrow canal as conveyance channel. Multiple use benefits should be considered.
13 X |IX |X Consider Atchafalaya Basin reforestation as well as reforestation of the entire coast.
14(X |X |X [X |X |Anticipate potential problems to avoid problems (such as oyster leases).
15 X X Consider wetland loss in the western side of the state.
16X |X |X [X |X |Use of Bonne Carre (as tool for restoration) is critical because of human development.
17 X |IX [X KS--Close the MRGO.
18 X X [X Consider dedicated dredging along shorelines to hold water from freshwater diversions.
19 X X Will (existing coastal wetlands) maintain or gain with this (study keystone strategies) process?
20 X [X Are we considering future reduction of freshwater availability in the entire Mississippi River Basin?
21 X |IX |X Consider short-term massive diversions (pulses every 15 years of 4 months duration) coastwide 50,000 cfs or greater.
22 X Consider gabions for shoreline protection and land building (a la Turtle Cove).
231X X [More public education and awareness of all the restoration plans.
241X |X |IX |X Need comprehensive management plan for Mississippi River restoration for lower river below D-ville.
251X |X X |Avoid marsh management structures when possible.
26 X Use waste water similar to Region 1 strategy 7: A small diversion of Jefferson Parish drainage into LaBranch wetlands.




Table 1d. LCA Comprehensive Study -- Scoping Meeting Comments from Hammond, Louisiana, April 18, 2002. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section

Comment Addressed

# |PNALTAE|EC|CC COMMENT (Keystone Strategy = KS)
Siphons in E. LaBranche similar to Region 1 Strategy 6, Bayou Manchac, Manchac WMA [Region 1-6: A small diversion
27 X of the Mississippi River into LaBranch wetlands.]
28 X Coastwide Strategy 3: Herbivory control (especially of nutria).
29 X [X X Control saltwater intrusion in man-made channels.
30 X X Will SAV (subaquatic vegetation) be part of the restoration strategy, especially in Lake Pontchartrain?
31 X Region 2: closure of select existing passes in the Mississippi River Delta to make water available for diversions.
32 X Region 1 Strategy 15: Maintain Eastern Orleans Land Bridge by marsh creation and shoreline protection.
Region 1 Strategy 14: Maintain Chandeleur Islands and investigate enhancing restoration by requesting special exemption
33 X from the wilderness area restrictions from Congress.
34 X (Implement) Freeport Sulphur canal diversion for Region 2.
35 X Consider the Industrial Canal lock replacement as diversion opportunity.
36 X X Pay more attention to Lake Maurepas system and the alterations that have occurred.
37 X X |X Consider abandoned oil field canals for diversions.
38 X X Storm water management and sewage treatment on north shore of Lake Pontchartrain.
39(X X |Continue public meetings.
401X X |Coordinate with other restoration efforts (i.e. Lake Pontchartrain National Estuary program).
41 X Barrier shoreline restoration.
Reestablish wooded barrier islands, barrier headlands, and cheniers for protection of inland areas, and resting/refueling
42 X X [X habitats for neotropical migrant birds. This is applicable to all 4 regions.




Table 1e. LCA Comprehensive Study -- Scoping Meeting Comments from Thibodaux, Louisiana, April 22, 2002. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section
Comment Addressed

# |PN|ALT|AE|EC|CC COMMENT (Keystone Strategy = KS)
Implement conveyance channel strategy similar to Region 2 Strategy 17 and Region 3 Strategy 9 [R2-17:
Construct a large conveyance channel to create a delta lobe in Little Lake and Caminada Bay mapping units. R3-9:
Build land in upper Timbalier Subbasin by sediment diversion from the Mississippi River via a conveyance
1 X channel.]
2 X X [Conveyance channel should be #1 priority for LCA. CWPPRA should handle supporting strategies.
The LCA Comprehensive Study should be expedited to move projects to construction more rapidly. As specified
31X X |by the Restore or Retreat organization which has about 100 members.
KS-Pushing back saltwater is a priority need. Using Mississippi River sediment-laden water is a Keystone
4 X |IX [X Strategy.
5 X X [X KS-. Not wasting sediment laden water at the delta.
KS-Using Mississippi River freshwater & sediment is a Keystone strategy. Flooding & fisheries issues need to be
6 X X |X addressed.
KS-Region 2 Strategy -9: Use of riverine sediments through sediment trap or a series of sediment traps and slurry
pipelines would be a Keystone strategy; see Plaquemines Parish applications. [R2-9: Construct a sediment trap in
7 X the Mississippi river south of Venice and utilize the material to create marsh and/or restore barrier islands. ]
Region 2 Strategy 9: Construct a sediment trap in the Mississippi river south of Venice and utilize the material to
8 X create marsh and/or restore barrier islands.
Contact Barataria Terrebonne National Estuary Program (BTNEP) for assistance in planning & publicizing public
91X X |meetings. Public input and education is critical to restoration effort.
10 X |X |X [X [Restoration projects should consider flood protection projects such as the Morganza to Gulf study.
111X |X Restore, protect, and maintain barrier islands, ridges and land bridges.
Top priority should be given to large scale projects such as conveyance channel. All restoration efforts should act
121X |X X |as an integrated plan.
13 X X |X Restoration should have a defined, measurable target or goal.
14 X X [X Keystone strategies should involve restoration utilizing natural processes.
Need to reach out to public conservation organizations to get their assistance and input (Coastal Conservation
15 X |Association, Ducks Unlimited).
See comments 1 & 2 above regarding the Conveyance Channel. The implementation of large-scale projects takes
16X |X X [time, hence protection of existing infrastructure needs to be addressed in the interim.




Table 1e. LCA Comprehensive Study -- Scoping Meeting Comments from Thibodaux, Louisiana, April 22, 2002. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section
Comment Addressed

# |PN|JALT|AE|EC|CC COMMENT (Keystone Strategy = KS)
See conveyance channel comments 1, 2, and 15 above; these should be given #1 priority. Conveyance channel
should have a study of its own under LCA, as soon as possible. In the interim, use CWPPRA to manage salinity
17 X X |and manage (land) loss.
18|X X |Large-scale projects need to coordinated with all other transportation and industrial infrastructure.
Work with environmental organizations to get a broader distribution of information and greater public
19(X X |involvement. Coalition to Restore Coastal LA
Educate public using laymans terms, involve local civic organizations such as the Chambers of Commerce.
Provide speakers and presentations at these groups meetings; such as the South Central Industrial Association and
201X X [their established meetings & events.
211X (X X |Emphasis on ecosystem restoration (multiple feature restoration).
221X X [Keep key people in public organizations involved to help spread information and educate the public.
231X X |Consider that projects currently being implemented for restoration are not adequate to solve the problems.
241X X How will the implementation (of keystone strategies) order be determined?
Develop and support Region 3 Strategy 4: Enhance Atchafalaya River influence to Terrebonne Basin marshes,
25 X excluding upper Penchant marshes (Minors Canal/Bayou DuLarge to Bayou Lafourche).
Include: "Eliminate any new" for Region 3 Strategy 10: Restore historic hydrologic conditions of major tidal
exchange points or prevent adverse tidal exchange points between the Gulf/lake, lake/marsh, bay/marsh, Gulf/bay
26 X X |and marsh/navigation channel locations.
Include: "Flood Protection" in Region 3 Strategy 7: Maintain or direct Atchafalaya River water or other freshwatet
271X |1X X |sources and sediment through the GIWW or other water sources.
Include "Develop and support" in Region 3 Strategy 4: Enhance Atchafalaya River influence to Terrebonne Basin
281X |X X |marshes, excluding upper Penchant marshes (Minors Canal/Bayou DuLarge to Bayou Lafourche).
Include "Multipurpose control of Houma Navigation Channel" in Region 3 Strategy 5: Establish multipurpose
29X |X X |hydrologic control of any navigation canals.
Include "Eliminate any new" in Region 3 Strategy 10: Restore historic hydrologic conditions of major tidal
exchange points or prevent adverse tidal exchange points between the Gulf/lake, lake/marsh, bay/marsh, Gulf/bay
301X |X and marsh/navigation channel locations.
Include "Directional drilling" in Region 3 Strategy 12: Maintain shoreline integrity and stabilize critical areas of
Vermilion, East and West Cote Blanche, Atchafalaya, Caillou, Terrebonne and Timbalier Bay systems including
31 X the Gulf shoreline.




Table 1e. LCA Comprehensive Study -- Scoping Meeting Comments from Thibodaux, Louisiana, April 22, 2002. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section
Comment Addressed

# |PN|ALT|AE|EC|CC COMMENT (Keystone Strategy = KS)
Include "Amend Falgout Canal" in Region 3 Strategy 13:Construct interior islands and/or reefs to protect bay/lake
32 X shoreline and/or to restore hydrology.
Include "Flood protection" in Region 3 Strategy 14: Restore and maintain the barrier islands and Gulf shorelines
such as Isle Dernieres, Timbalier barrier island chains, Marsh Island, Point au Fer and Cheniere au Tigre
33 X (including back barrier beaches).
Reestablish wooded barrier islands, barrier headlands, and cheniers for protection of inland areas, and
34 X X |X resting/refueling habitats for neotropical migrant birds. This is applicable to all regions.




Table 1f. LCA Comprehensive Study -- Scoping Meeting Comments from Morgan City, Louisiana, April 24, 2002. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section
Comment Addressed

#

PN

ALT|AE

EC

CC

COMMENT (Keystone Strategy = KS)

X

Expand beneficial use of dredged material similar to Region 3 Strategy 8 and curtail prop wash as an acceptable dredge
technique. [R3-8: Dedicated delivery and/or beneficial use of sediment for marsh building by any feasible means.]

Consider diversions from Atchafalaya River to areas experiencing land loss; similar to Region 2 Strategy 7 and Region 3
Strategy 4. [R2-7: Continue building and maintaining delta splays. R3-4: Enhance Atchafalaya River influence to Terrebonne
Basin marshes, excluding upper Penchant marshes Minors Canal/Bayou DuLarge to Bayou Lafourche).]

Reconsider placement of material dredged from the Atchafalaya River Bar Channel to the western side of the bar channel
instead of in the eastern side ODMDS (Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site).

Consider upstream influences and address nutrients coming into the region.

Highly urgent need for restoration of Terrebonne Basin NEXT (emphasis on next).

Address siltation of natural bayous in St. Mary parish and coordinate with local landowners.

Qlo|u|s]w
il
ltells

Focus on areas with highest landloss rates specifically Barataria and Terrebonne parishes.

Use water and sediments from Mississippi River, especially conveyance channel alternative and the 3rd delta alternative, with
consideration given to water quality, fisheries, and flooding issues.

\O | o0

ks

Use water and sediments from Atchafalaya River for restoration of Barataria, Terrebonne, and western Lafourche parishes.

ke

Continue barrier island and land bridge restoration.

11

Inform and educate the public better. Public notices should be in simpler format with one simple message written to the 1st
grade level. Address user groups, clubs, etc.

12

Notify industry stakeholders, oil & gas, pipeline, marine transportation, sugarcane, fisheries, port commissions, emergency
planning, banking,

13

Consider restoration with slurry of sediments by pipeline.

14

Concern with exposure of pipelines due to erosion.

15

Implementation of Coast 2050 strategies may satisfy most of the public's reason for lack of additional participation at scoping
meetings.

16

Maximum use of riverine resources. Restoration of barrier shorelines to achieve keystone criteria include Atchafalaya and
Mississippi Rivers. This is essential to include conservation of water as both are driver and a constraint.

17

KS- Keystone strategy is combination of the following strategies: Region 3 Strategy 15: Optimize GIWW flows into marshes
and minimize direct flow into bays. And Region 3 Programmatic Strategy 5: Establish multi-purpose control of HNC of other
navigation channels (freshwater and sediment distribution salinity control, hurricane protection and navigation).




Table 1f. LCA Comprehensive Study -- Scoping Meeting Comments from Morgan City, Louisiana, April 24, 2002. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section
Comment Addressed

#

COMMENT (Keystone Strategy = KS)

18

KS-Include Multiple use of Houma Navigation Canal by embracing construction of lock in the canal. Also include Region 3
Strategies 2,4, 7, and 15 to achieve Region 3 Programmatic Strategy 5. [R3-2:Increase deltaic land building where feasible.
R3-4: Enhance Atchafalaya River influence to Terrebonne Basin marshes, excluding upper Penchant marshes (Minors
Canal/Bayou DuLarge to Bayou Lafourche). R3-7: Maintain or direct Atchafalaya River water or other freshwater sources
and sediment through the GIWW or other water sources. R3-15: Optimize GIWW flows into marshes and minimize direct
flow into bays. Region 3 Programmatic Strategy 15: Water quality/wastewater management (Merchant De Cade mapping
unit).

19

KS-Consider Conveyance Channel and its necessary and ancillary impacts.

20

Focus on central Terrebonne Parish for restoration.

KS-Emphasize urgency of restoring Terrebonne Parish; especially Region 3 Strategies 4, 6, 8, 12, 14, and 15. (Region 3
Strategy 4: Enhance Atchafalaya River influence to Terebonne Basin marshes, excluding upper Penchant marshes (Minors
Canal/Bayou Dularge to Bayou Lafourche). [R3-6: Stabilize banks and/or cross sections of any navigation channels for
water conveyance and/or for restoring hydrology of adjacent marshes. R3-8: Dedicated delivery and/or beneficial use of
sediment for marsh building by any feasible means. R3-12: Maintain shoreline integrity and stabilize critical areas of
Vermilion, East and West Cote Blanche, Atchafalaya, Caillou, Terrebonne and Timbalier Bay systems including the Gulf
shoreline. R3-14: Restore and maintain the barrier islands and Gulf shorelines such as Isle Dernieres, Timbalier barrier island
chains, Marsh Island, Point au Fer and Cheniere au Tigre (including back barrier beaches). R3-15: Optimize GIWW flows

211X into marshes and minimize direct flow into bays. |
221X Coastal inland marshes in Terrebonne Parish are in urgent need of help.
Restoration of natural ridges and natural levees (as per Region 3 Strategy 11). Include restoration of land bridges and barrier
231X islands. [R3-11: Protect, restore, and maintain ridge functions.]
241X X [Study should consider proposed navigation projects and navigation interests.
251X X |Use existing Atchafalaya River, GIWW, and Houma Navigation Channel as conveyance channels.
261X Consider the entire Atchafalaya Basin Floodway in the study, from Old River Structure to Gulf.
Add to Region 3 Strategy 6: "to protect adjoining marshes. [R3-6: 6. Stabilize banks and/or cross sections of any navigation
27 channels for water conveyance and/or for restoring hydrology of adjacent marshes.]
281X Build CWPPRA Penchant Basin project, and NRCS TE43 project (GIWW bank stabilization).
29(X For all restoration efforts, add the terms "Preserve and Protect".
301X Seek nationwide support.
31{X Add letter "a" to slide: "Coast-benefit Analysis".
Reestablish wooded barrier islands, barrier headlands, and cheniers for protection of inland areas, and resting/refueling
32 habitats for neotropical migrant birds. This is applicable to all regions.




Table 1g. LCA Comprehensive Study -- letter and email Scoping Comments. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section
Comment Addressed

#

PN

ALT]

AE

EC

CC

COMMENT (Keystone Strategy = KS)

Written comments provided by Mr. Michael Critic, President of RESTORE at the April 16, 2002 Scoping Meeting include:
(1) holistic, rather than piecemeal approach to environmental restoration. (2) support for interim measures such as the
Cameron breakwater project. (3) Consider gyral and hydrologic impacts of the jetty located at Calcasieu River for
restoration. (4) Broadened thinking and study and consideration of lessons learned. (5) Restore and maintain natural
hydrology such as may be meant by Region 4 Recommendation #10. (6) Loss of renewable resources in the coastal zone is
because shortsighted developmental activities have focused on exploitation of depletable resources. (7) Consider that some
projects will not work and are not justifiable. (8) Reconfiguration or removal of the Calcasieu jetties. (9)Use the Calcasieu
situation as a model for holistic study.

Letter dated Apr 17, 2002 from Mr. & Mrs. J.M. Mouton: "Subject: Abbeville Meeting, LSU Ag 4-15-02. I was at your
meeting and my card # was 4. [ brought up the idea of wooden pilings and tires to build up land on the Louisiana coastline.
That has proven itself at Rutherford Beach, Slemco, Transla, and Beauregard Electric will sell treated posts for the least

amount of dollars. Tires are available at many places. My name is Joseph M. Mouton, phone is 337-643-7474. Sincerely
JM.M."

Letter dated Apr 22, 2002 from Perrin, Landry de Launay, Dartez, & Ouellet, Attorneys at Law, A Partnership of Law
Corporations, P. O. Box 53597, Lafayette, Louisiana 70505. Letter requested that any comprehensive restoration effort
should include a provision which would remove the conflict situation (Louisiana law dictates that the state gains title to the
minerals when land become submerged) and provide that landowners cannot be deprived of their mineral ownership if their
land becomes submerged. (see copy of letter in appendix).

Email response to Scoping Questions posted on Coast 2050 web site Thursday, April 18, 2002 8:20 PM. See attached full
copy of comments). Summary of comments: (1) In Regions 1 & 2: speed up the restoration process by building marsh
before complete construction of diversions. (2) Suggest a diversion through the west bank of Southwest Pass into the area of]
West Delta Blks 52, 53 & 54. (3) Also, many people in lower Plaq. Parish want touse rock where ever possible to restore
some of the structure which controlled the tidal prism. (4) Dredge the Empire waterway, beneficial use of dredged material,
(5) Political influences (6) Restoration in areas that would benefit versus areas that are already lost, and (7) Flexibility of
applying Coast 2050 restoration strategies.

Email from Mr. Mark Davis that has several detailed recommendations/concerns was originally presented at from December
11, 2001 meeting held at the USACE- New Orleans District and a January 30, 2002 environmental briefing. Comments
included (1) concensus building; (2) authority/stratigic issues; (2) timing issues; (3) project management issues; (4)
technical issues; (5) and hypoxia issues.

Handwritten comment from April 15, 2002 Abbeville, La scoping meeting: MMS Draft impact statements which are not
taking into account the Coast 2050 Plan. Currently 2 draft EIS ongoing lease sales 2003-2007.




Table 1g. LCA Comprehensive Study -- letter and email Scoping Comments. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section
Comment Addressed

#

PN

ALT]

AE

EC

CC

COMMENT (Keystone Strategy = KS)

Handwritten comment from April 15, 2002 Abbeville, La scoping meeting: I am a resident of Region 1 and endorse the
following Keystone Strategies: (a) #15 maintain East Orleans Land Bridge [Region 1 Strategy 15: Maintain Eastern Orleans
Land Bridge by marsh creation and shoreline protection.] (b) # 10 Maintain Shoreline Integrity of Lake Pontchartrain
[Region 1 Strategy 10: Maintain shoreline integrity of Lake Pontchartrain to protect regional ecosystem values.] and (c)
close MRGO #17 [Region 1 Strategy 17: Close MRGO to deep draft navigation when adequate container facilities exist on
the river.]

Lee P. Gary, Jr. [SMS USA@compuserve.com], email request on May 5, 2002 to be included on the study mail list and
receive a copy of all study-related documents. Provided Mr. Gary with copy of scoping meeting announcement, Notice of
Intent, and referred him to web site (www.coast2050.gov) and scoping meeting powerpoint presentation.

May 7, 2002 letter from Mr. Roy Williams Chairman of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council comments
include: (1) recognition of the importance of coastal wetlands and waters and supports any effort to restore these
ecologically valuable areas. (2) The Council has jusidiction in federal waters under Section 305 of the Magnuson-Stevens
Act of 1966. (3) The Council feels that estuarine and marine fishery resources, including essential fish habitat receive high
priority when examining coastal restoration strategies. (4) The Council cautions against overzealous tidal exchange control
at the expense of ingress/egress fo estuarine dependent species. (5) The Council supports Region 3 Regional Programmatic
Strategy 6 which calls for statewide plan for management of surface and groundwater supplies. (6) The Council is also
concerned with Region 4 Regional Programmatic Recomendation 4 which calls for "limited esturarine organism access".
The Council recommends that estuarine organism access be maximized to the extent possible in conjunction with other
programmatic goals of the plan.

10

E-mail and letter received May 7, 2002 from Mr. Doug Daigle, Hypoxia Program Director of the Mississippi River Basin
Alliance provided the following comments: (1) Reconciling restoration efforts with other concerns such as the permitting
process. Concern with development being allowed in areas directly at risk or projected to be vulnerable to wetland loss. (2)
Region 1 Programmatic Recommendation should include reducing draining and development of marshes and forested
wetlands. (3) Conduct adequate testing of dredged material for toxic contamination prior to beneficial use. (4) Multiple
benefits: coordination of study efforts with other ecosystem restoration efforts including the Maurepas Swamp Diversion,
Caernarvon Diversion. (5) Consideration of climate change impacts including monitioring and research on the Mississippi
River delta's role in the carbon "budget" of North America. (6) Restrict dredging of the Pearl River. (7)Establish a National
Esturarine Research Reserve in Louisiana. (8) Expansion of the Joyce and Manchac WMA . (9) Support the Bayou
Lafourche Siphon and Pump Project. (10) Support the use of alternative sources of sediment, such as compost.




Table 1g. LCA Comprehensive Study -- letter and email Scoping Comments. P&N = Purpose
and Need; ALT = Alternatives; AE = Affected Environment, EC = Environmental Consequences; CC = Consultation & Coordination.

PSEIS Section
Comment Addressed

# |PN|ALT|AE[EC

CC

COMMENT (Keystone Strategy = KS)

11X [X [X |X

By letter dated May 7, 2002 Mr. Allan Ensminger commented: (1)Construct a saltwater barrier in the Interharbor Canal to
prevent saltwater intrusion, from the MRGO adversely impacting the LaBranche Wetland Ecosystem. (2) Consider and give
top priority to additional "dredge and fill" restoration sites along the Lake Pontchartrain shoreline. (3) Consider that
diversion of Mississippi River water into the La Branche Wetlands "would be difficult due to the development area along
the natural levee system of the river." (4) An additional obstacle for meaningful freshwater introduction is the newly
constructed St. Charles Hurricane Protection Levee. (5) Utilize the Bonnet Carre Spillway annually.

121X X [X |X

Letter and fax dated May 8, 2002 from Mr. George A. Strain, Vice President of the Continental Land & Fur Co., Inc.
provided several comments: (1) Is a landowner who has managed its property for over 70 years. (2) Different marsh types
need management different approaches. (3) Support the beneficial use of dredged material and questions the regulatory
encouragement of prop or wheel wash and the requirement for mitigation of beneficially used dredged material placed onto
old spoil banks. (4) Navigation channels have eroded beyond their original channels and the Corps of Engineers should
compensate affected landowners. (5) Also presented was a list of 10 specific revisions to Region 3 regional strategies.

May 8, 2002 letter from Ms. Lori LeBlanc, Exceutive Director of Restore or Retreat comments: (1) Support large-scale
restoration strategies that will benefit the Barataria and Terrebonne basins. (2) Identify the most critical issue is the
astronomical land loss in Louisana. (3) The signifcant issues related to Louisiana's coastal restoration effort are
simultaneously restoring the estuarine system, while building land and providing flood protection. (4) The Mississippi River
is the area's most valuable resource for effectively restoring coastal Louisiana. (5) Involve the public and stakeholders. (6)
Support further analysis of the Third Delta Conveyance Channel strategy. (7) Support near term strategies that could prevent
further intrusion of the Gulf of Mexico while the Conveyance Channel is built and implemented, such as strategic pipeline
sediment diversions, land bridge restoration, and barrier island restoration.

14X X [X |X

By letter dated May 9, 2002, Mr. David W. Fruge, Supervisor, Louisiana Field Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
provided following scoping comments: (1) the USFWS plays significant role in the LCA Comprehensive Study; service
personnel serve on Framework Development Team and the Regional Project Development Team. (3) List of significant fish
and wildlife resources that should be addressed in in the PSEIS (4) Recommend careful consideration of potential project-
induced impacts to the 10 National Wildlife Refuges throughout coastal Louisiana. (5) The USFWS will continue to work
closely with staff on preparation of the feasibility study and the associated PSEIS; prepare a Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act report on the recommended plan; provide current list of Federally listed threatened and endangered species and
information on their critical habitat.
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April 15, 2002 Abbeville, LA Scoping Meeting Participants

Ted Beaullieu

Acadiana Bay Association
P.O. Box 13602

New Iberia, LA 70562
acadianabay@aol.com

Cleve Thibodeaux
507 S. Broadway
Erath, LA 70533

Lawrence Broussard
Cattleman

205-E Bourque St.
Erath, LA 70533

Teddy Leleux
5805 Lee Station Rd.
New Iberia, LA 70560

Franklin J. Price

Shrimper & Freshwater Fish
129 Pleasant St.

Lake Arthur, LA 70549

Sherrill Sagrera

Vermilion Parish Coastal
Restoration Advisory Committee

12139 W. LA. Hwy. 82

Abbeville, LA 70510

Gerry Bodin

FWS

646 Cajundome Blvd.
Lafayette, LA 70506
gerald bodin@fws.gov

Darryl Clark

USFWS

646 Cajundom Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506

Darryl Clark@fws.gov

Loland Broussard

NRCS

646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 180
Lafayette, LA 70506
loland.broussard@la.usda.gov

Heather Warner Finley

LDWF

P.O. Box 98000

Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000

Robert Dubois

USFWS

646 Cajundome Blvd.
Lafayette, LA
robert_dubois@fws.gov

Kevin J. Roy

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
Kevin_roy@fws.gov

Chris Cretini

Johnson Controls/USGS
700 Cajundome Blvd.
Lafayette, LA 70506
chris_c@condor.nwrc.gov

Beverly Ethridge

US EPA

707 Fl. St. Rm B21

Baton Rouge, LA 70801
ethridge.beverly@epa.gov

Linda Guidry

NMEFS

705-A W. Admiral Doyle Dr.
New Iberia, LA 70560
linda.guidry@noaa.gov



Bernard Chaillot

Lafayette Daily Advertiser
8418 La. 82

Youngsville, LA 70592
bchaillot@smgpo.gannett.com

W.P. Edwards I1I
Vermilion Corporation
115 Tivoli St.
Abbeville, LA 70510

Hailey Mayard
1504 Charity St.
Abbeville, LA

Dale Palmer

Acadiana Bay Assn.
P.O. Box 13602

New Iberia, LA 70562
acadianabay@aol.com

Joseph M. Mouton
18226 W. La. Highway 335
Abbeville, LA 70510

George Ann Bernard
Acadiana Bay Assoc.
P.O. Box 13602

New Iberia, LA
acadianabay@aol.com

Vann Fortier
P.O. Box 338
Abbeville, LA

Billy Broussard

29929 W. La. Hwy. 82
Kaplan, LA 70548
bbbillypb@aol.com

Mona Hollier
Box 20
Crowley, LA

Mona Hollier
605 E. St. Victor
Abbeville, LA

April 16, 2002 Lake Charles, LA Scoping Meeting Participants

Elizabeth Richard
P.O. Box 125

Grand Chenier, LA
davidrich@camtel.net

Randy Roach
City of Lake Charles
Lake Charles, LA 70601

Robert C. McCad
9 Little Dr.
Lake Charles, LA 70605

Todd Truax
1508 Bank St.
Lake Charles, LA 70601

Troy Pleblier
1520 Bank St.
Lake Charles, LA 70601

Tom Hess

La. Dept. Wildlife & Fisheries
5476 Grand Chenier Hwy.
Grand Chenier, LA 70643

Mark Ford

McNeese State University
2800 McNeese Farm road
Lake Charles
mford@mail.mcneese.edu



Nick Limberis

2104 Creole Apt. 3

Lake Charles, LA 70601
limberis27@cs.com

Kevin Alley

1105 10™ St.

Lake Charles, LA 70601
kalley@thebroussardgroup

Paul Cox

723 Broad St.

Lake Charles, LA 70601
pauljcox@structurex.net

Guthrie Perry

LDWF

5476 Grand Chenier Hwy.
Grand Chenier, LA 70043

David M. Richard

Stream Co.

P.O. Box 40

Lake Charles, LA 70602
drichard@streamcompany.com

Leach Buddy
P.O. Box 997
Lake Charles, LA 70602

Clay T. Midkiff
USDA-NRCS

1400 Hwy. 14

Lake Charles, LA 70601
clay.midkiff@la.usda.gov

Jana Egerova

4420 Kirkman, Apt. 6
Lake Charles, LA 70607
janaegerova@hotmail.com

Beverly Ethridge

US EPA

707 Fl. St. Rm B21

Baton Rouge, LA 70801
ethridge.beverly@epa.gov

Clint Padgett

USGS

P.O. Box 60267

New Orleans, LA 70160-0267
clint_padgett@usgs.gov

Rosalie Colligan
Homeowner

216 Sand Dr., J.B. Rte.
Cameron, LA 70631

John Colligan M.D.
3202 Cyprien Lane

Lake Charles, LA 70605
jnlco@cox-internet.com

Jeff Murphy

Black Lake Marsh, Inc.
1200 Paris St.

Lake Charles, LA 70605

Marian Miller Green
Miller-Green, L.P.

P.O. Box 31418

Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33420
mmgreen@sprintmail.com

Doug Miller

Sweetlake Land & Oil Co.
358 Chalkley Rd.

Bell City, LA 70630
dmiller@sweetlake.com

Michael Tritico
RESTORE

P.O. Box 233
Longville, LA 70652
mtritico@usa.net

Jeremy Harper
American Press
Lake Charles, LA



Darryl Clark

USFWS

646 Cajundome Blvd.
Lafayette, LA 70506
Darryl Clark@fws.gov

Dean & Pam Manning
803 Kingswood Dr.
Sulphur, LA 70665
maledont@aol.com

Chris S. Pease
USFWS-Sabine NWR
3000 Holly Beach Highway
Hackberry, LA 70645
chris_pease@fws.gov

Dean Roberts

Gray Estate, Stream Wetland Services

P.O. Box 40
Lake Charles, LA 7060
droberts@streamcompany.com

April 17,2002 Belle Chase, LA Scoping Meeting Participants

Albert S. Enos
215 Burmaster St.
Belle Chasse, LA 70037

Mayor Robert Billiot
City of Westwego

419 Ave. A
Westwego, LA 70094
wWww.westwego.com

Frank J. Beninate 111
1806 Mercedes Blvd.
New Orleans, LA 70114
tealman@bellsouth.net

George J. Bulter Jr.
Comm. Fisherman
524 Terry Parkway
Gretna, LA 70056

Raymond W. Bianchini
Comm. Fisherman

728 Mercedes Place
Gretna, LA 70056

Ivo Tesvich
109 Highland Ave.
Belle Chasse, LA 70037

Harrison P. Curole

Consulting Petroleum Geologist
2254 Beck St.

New Orleans, LA 70131

Mark Schleifstein

Times-Picayune

3800 Howard Ave.

New Orleans, LA 70125
mschleifstein@timespicayune.com

John Carlson
Tulane-Tropical Medicine
1430 Tulane Ave., Box B-12
New Orleans, LA 70112
jearlso@tulane.edu

Jody P. Coyne
116 Mu St.
Belle Chasse, LA 70057

jeoyne@bkiusa.com

James C. Webb

CTE Engineers

650 Poydras, Suite 1900
New Orleans, LA 70130
james.webb@cte-eng.com



Oneil Malbrough
Jefferson Parish

615 Fourth St.
Westwego, LA
ceecOl@bellsouth.com

Kenneth Ragas
34329 Hwy. 11
Buras, LA 70041
kragas@bellsouth.net

Tom Harrington

USCOE, Retd. & Coast 2050
114 Hunt St.

Belle Chasse, LA 70037

Bruce J. Richards

N-Y Associates, Inc.

2750 Lake Villa Dr.

Metairie, LA 70002
brichards@n-yassociates.com

John McCrossen

1530 Tropic Dr.

New Orleans, LA 70131
cindymccrossen@aol.com

Larry Rousselle

Plaquemines Soil & Water Dist.

115 Beta St.
Belle Chasse, LA 70037

Peter Vunovich Jr.

Oyster Industry & (Plaq C2M)
111 Treadway Ln.

Port Sulphur, LA 70083
captpeteh20@aol.com

Paul Mack

111 Alpha St.

Belle Chasse, LA
snowden1974@hotmail.com

Lisa A. Williams
2318 Royal Street
New Orleans, LA 70117

Doug Daigle

Miss. River Basin Alliance
400 Magazine St., Ste. 499
New Orleans, LA 70130
dougdaigle@mrba.org

Robert Becnel

Farmer

14111 Hwy. 223

Belle Chasse, LA 70037

Dawn Wesson

Dept. Tropical Medicine, Tulane SPHTM
1430 Tulane Ave., SL-17

New Orleans, LA 70112
wesson@tulane.edu

Ancil Taylor

Bean Stuyvesant

1055 Saint Charles Ave.
New Orleans, LA
ataylor@otbean.com

Kevin A. Caillouet
Tulane University

7326 Spruce St.

New Orleans, LA 70118
kcaillou@tulane.edu

Richard Campanella

Center for Bioenvironmental Research
202 Alcee Fortier Hall, Tulane U.
New Orleans, LA 70118
rcampane@tulane.edu

Paul J. Leboeuf
12731 Hwy 23
Belle Chasse, LA
paudorl@aol.com

Benny Rousselle

Plaquemines Parish Government
106 Ave. G

Belle Chasse, LA 70037
brousselle@cmaaccess.com



Gary S. Ragas

Plaq. Parish Government
30593 Hwy. 11

Buras, LA 70041

Hugh Rubahn
USNavy-LHFD

6717 Memphis St.

New Orleans, LA 70124
babyhrhr@supship.navy.mil

Cynthia Goldberg

Gulf Restoration Network

P.O. Box 2245

New Orleans, LA 70176
cgoldberg@gulfrestorationnetwork.org

Eric Hansen

Chris’ Marina

P.O. Box 706

Port Sulphur, LA 70083

Shirley Laska

Center for Hazards UNO
Dept. of Sociology

New Orleans, LA 70148
slaska@uno.edu

Brian Azcona

CHART University of New Orleans
223 Jane PL.

New Orleans, LA
blazcona@uno.edu

Darryl Malek-Wiley
Sierra Club

618 Adams St.

New Orleans, LA 70118
dmv@bellsouth.net

Sauare Defelice
Defelice Land Co.

P.O. Box 696

Belle Chasse, LA 70037

Deetra Washington
DNRICRD

617 North 4™ Street
Baton Rouge, LA 70802
deetraw(@dnr.state.la.us

Bren Haase
NOAA/NMFS

c/o LSU

Baton Rouge, LA 70803
bren.haase@noaa.gov

Catherine Grouchy
USFWS

646 Cajundome Blvd.
Lafayette, LA 70506

Jack Cahill

La. Dept. of Wild & Fish
1600 Canal St.

New Orleans, LA

Nancy Walters

US Fish & Wildlife Service
1010 Gause Blvd. Bldg. 936
Slidell, LA 70458

nancy walters@fws.gov

Beverly Ethridge

US EPA

707 Fl. St. Rm B21

Baton Rouge, LA 70801
ethridge.beverly@epa.gov

James Harris

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
1010 Gause Blvd., Bldg. 936
Slidell, LA 70458
james_harris@fws.gov

Quin Kinler
USDA-NRCS

P.O. Box 16030

Baton Rouge, LA 70893
quin.kinler@la.usda.gov



April 18,2002 Hammond, LA Scoping Meeting Participants

Gregory Miller

USACE

471 Fairway Drive

New Orleans, LA 70114
gregory.b.miller@mvn02.usace.army.mil

Beverly Ethridge

US EPA

707 Fl. St. Rm B21

Baton Rouge, LA 70801
ethridge.beverly@epa.gov

Edward Riley
23437 Bardwell Rd.
Ponchatoula, LA 70454

Gary Shaffer

SLU

Biological Sciences-10736
Hammond, LA 70402
shafe@selu.edu

Ben Taylor

LPBF, CFALT, LMS

1001 W. Michigan St.
Hammond, LA 70401
ben@taylortec

Bill Herke

Citizens for a Clean Environment
555 Staring Lane

Baton Rouge, LA 70810
jbherke@earthlink.net

Lynn A. Maloney

CK Associates, Ecological Group
17170 Perkins Rd.

Baton Rouge, LA 70810
Lynn.Maloney@c-ka.com

Ronald M. Madden
Pine Bluff Sand & Gravel
8768 Quarters Lake Rd. #8

Baton Rouge, LA 70809
RonMMadden@aol.com
Requests a copy of Coast 2050 Report

Ralph L. Laurihuff
La. Hydroelectric
409 Texas

Vidalia, LA 71373

John J. Kraft, Jr.
Triangle T Sportsman
39437 Kraft Road
Ponchatoula, LA 70454

Fred Tucker

Triangle T Sportsman League
420 South Tenth St.
Ponchatoula, LA 70454

Alton Farbe
38264 Lees Landing Road
Ponchatoula, LA 70454

Bonnie Lewis

Florida Parishes Social Science Research
Center, SLU

SLU-10509

Hammond, LA

fpssrc@selu.edu

Kurt M. Evans

Digital Engineering

527 West Esplanade #200
Kenner, LA 70065
kevans@deii.net

Frank Neelis

47175 Chenrekatta Rd.
Robert, LA 70405
bucktree@i-55.com



Elaine Farbe
38264 Lees Landing Road
Ponchatoula, LA 70454

Marilyn Smith

Digital Engineering & Imaging
527 West Esplanade St. #200
Kenner, LA 70065
msmith@deii.net

April 22, 2002 Thibodaux, LA Scoping Meeting Participants

Kerry M. Stope
Barataria-Terrebonne National Est. Prog.
Thibodaux, LA

kerry@btnep.org

Alex Plaisance

Louisiana Landowners Association &
Restore or Retreat

2502 S. Bayou?? Dr.

Golden Meadow, LA 70357
Jjpands@mobiletel.com

Cullen Curole

Barataria Terrebonne Estuary Foundation
P.O. Box 1336

Thibodaux, LA 70302
bluebourg@msn.com

Lori Szczecina
Restore or Retreat, Inc.
P.O. Box 2048-NSU
Thibodaux, LA 70310
slec-lel@nicholls.edu

Rebecca Triche

CRCL

746 Main St. B101
Baton Rouge, LA 70802
rtriche@crcl.org

Gerry Bodin

Fish & Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd.
Lafayette, LA 70506
gerald bodin@fws.gov

Quin Kinler
USDA-NRCS

P.O. Box 16030

Baton Rouge, LA 70893
quin.kinler@la.usda.gov

Berwick Duval

CCA

P.O. Box 3017

Houma, LA
berwick@duvallanfirm.com

Ronald Paille

USFWS

646 Cajundome Blvd.
Lafayette, LA 70506
ronald paille@fws.gov

Leslie R. McVeigh
BTNEP

P.O. Box 2663 — NSU
Thibodaux, LA 70310
leslie@btnep.org

Katina A. Gaudet
Daily Comet

P.O. Box 5238
Thibodaux, LA 70302

Alexis Duval

Houma-Terrebonne Chamber, CRCL, ROR
202 Oak Alley Dr.

Houma, LA 70360

alexis@teche.net



April 24, 2002 Morgan City, LA Scoping Meeting Participants

Ed Laudgraf

Shell Pipeline Co.

P.O. Box 260
Mathews, LA 70363
laudgraf@equilon.com

George Strain

Continental Land & Fur Co.
909 Poydras Ste 2100

New Olreans, LA 70112

Mark Davis

Coalition to Restore Louisiana
746 Main Street

Baton Rouge, LA 70801
markd@crcl.org

Jeanene Peckham

EPA

707 Florida # B-21

Baton Rouge, LA 70801
Peckham.jeanene@epa.gov

John Ettinger

EPA

P.O. Box 60267

New Orleans, LA 70160-0267
Ettinger.john@epa.gov

Lori Szczecina
Restore or Retreat, Inc.
P.O. Box 2048 -NSO
Thibodaux, LA 70310
slec-lel@nicholls.edu

Ted McManus

Daily Review

P.O. Box 948

Morgan City, LA 70381
ted@daily-review.com

Matthew B. Sevier
BTEF/MPH, Inc.

283 Corporate Drive
Houma, LA 70360
msevier@mphinc.com

James Miller
Terrebonne Parish CZM
500 School St

Houma, LA 70361

jmiller@tpcg.org

Liz Foke

KWBJ

P.O. Box 492
Schriever, LA 70395

Ronny Paille

USFWS

646 Cajundome Blvd, Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506

ronald paille@fws.gov

Gerry Bodin

USFWS

646 Cajundome Blvd, Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506

gerald bodin@fws.gov

Merlin Price Jr.

St. Mary Parish Council District 7
925 4" St.

Morgan City, LA 70380

Rudy Sparks

Williams Inc.

P.O. Box 460

Patterson, LA 70392
rsparks@cox-internet.com



Jean McCokle

Daily Review

P.O. Box 948

Morgan City, LA 70380
news@daily-review.com

Oneil Malbrough

St. Mary Parish/CEEC
197 Elysian Dr.
Houma, LA 70363
ceecOl@bellsouth.net

Naveen Chillara
CEEC

197 Elysian Dr.
Houma, LA 70363
ceecOl@bellsouth.net

Mohan Manon

Coastal Eng & Env Consultants
197 Elysian Dr.

Houma, LA 70363
ceecOl@bellsouth.net

Other Scoping Participants:

Ms. Robin Knox

11955 Lakeland Park Blvd
Suite 120

Baton Rouge, LA 70809

Troy Voisin

Seafood

Box 104 Evest Street
Dulac LA 70353
oysterman786@aol.com

Lucian Cutreca
L.J.C Planning & Design
Baton Rouge, LA 70806

Jerome Zeringue

Terrebonne Levee & Conservation District
Cauvin, LA70344

jzee@internet8.net

Stephen Smith

T.Baker Smith & Son, Inc.
P.O. Box 2266

Houma, LA 70361
stevies@tbsmith.com
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Subject: Abbeville Meeting, LSU Ag 4-15-02

I_was at your meeting and my card # was 4. 1 brought up the idea of
wooden pilings and tires to build up land on the Louisiana coastline). That
has proven 1tself at Rutherford Beach. Slemco, Cleco, Transla,and
Beauregard Electric will sell treated posts for the least amount of Dollars.

Tires are available at man3/ A5)Iaces. My Name is Joseph M. Mouton, Phone is
337-643-7474. Sincerely J.M.M.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Date printed: Apr 17 2002 337
@_‘ Sinesr [7h w36 477

Faw # 337 63677



WARREN A. PERRIN
DONALDD. LANDRY
GERALD C. deLAUNAY*
SCOTT A. DARTEZ
JEAN OUELLET**

* MEDIATOR/ARBITRATOR
** QUEBEC(1990)

PERRIN, LANDRY, deLAUNAY, DARTEZ & OUELLET

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

A PARTNERSHIPOF LAWCORPORATIONS
P.O. BOX 53597

LAFAYETTE. LOUISIANA 70505

OFFICES:

225 LA RUE FRANCE
LAFAYETTE. LA 70508
(337) 233-5832

(337) 237-8500

FAX (337) 235-4382

April 22,2002 éi’;}gé;:%s
William P. Klein. Jr. MAURICE, LA
CEMVN-PM-RS (337)893-2797
P. O.Box 60267 BROUSSARD. LA

(337)839-1140

New Orleans, LA 70160-0267

RE: Louisiana Coastal Area Comprehensive Study

Dear Mr. Klein:

Please consider the following as a written comment to be considered in connection with the above-
captioned study on wetlands restoration: As counsel fora member of the Aristide Broussard family, owners
of approximately 3,000 acres in southern Vermilion Parish (some tracts being situated on the northern edge
of Vermillion Bay), this will advise that we have lost considerable land due to erosion and the State of
Louisianaclaimed title to those mineralrights affecting said lands. Inas much as Louisiana law dictates that
the state gains title tothe minerals when land becomes submerged (becomes part of the “water bottom™),
it is palpable that the state is in a conflict of interest because by failing to work diligently in preventing
wetland erosion, the state implicitly enriches itself by increasing its ownership of lands capable ofand
paying mineral royalties. Therefore, any comprehensive effort should include a provision which would
remove the conflict situation and provide that landowners cannot be deprived of their mineral ownership
iIf their land becomes submerged.

With best wishes. | remain,
Very truly yours,

PE » LANDRY, deLAUNAY, DARTEZ & OUELLET
/

WA A. PERRIN

WAP/dsb

CcC: ABHP Committee



Klein, William P Jr MVN

From: Chris Cretini [chris_c@condor.nwrc.gov]
Sent: Friday, April 19,2002 8:18 AM

To: Jon Porthouse; Bill Klein

Subject: Fw: Scoping Survey

This is a response to the scoping questions on the website. I"11 send you
all responses but 1 will also keep a list of those who request a copy of the
scoping report. If 1 should send these to anyone else please let me know.

Thanks,
Chris

----- Original Message-----

From: None [mailto:None]

Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2002 8:20 PM
To: chris_c@condor.nwrc.gov

Subject: Scoping Survey

Name: None
Email: None

Question 1: In areas of region two that are in close proximity
to the river and are canidate areas for diversions,
initially dredging material and building marsh
structure prior to diversions would speed up the
restoration process. This should be a keystone
straterg%/ because: (1.) It would do the most good
in the shortest time,(2.)It would reduce the amt.
of pollutants put into the marsh & (3.)It would
save sediment which is now going off of the
continental shelf. This strategy can be used iIn
region one also. The life span of the project could
be cut in half since dredging would utilize a
higher quality of sediment which would stabilize
the tidal prism by building +1 el. areas and

to be vegetated. The effect on fisheries would also
be shortened.

Another strategy which would help supply sand to
nourish the beaches by adding to the amount
migrating to the west from the mouth of the river,
would be a diversion through the west bank of
Southwest Pass into the area of West Delta Blks
52, 53 & 54.

Also, many people in lower Plag. Parish want to
use rock where ever possible to restore some of
the structure which controlled the tidal prism.
Rock is cheaper but it does not grade well in the
2050 system. Using rock is more acceptable to
oyster farmers because it iIs less detrimental than
sediment.

Another item which has been overlooked is the
dredging of the Empire to Gulf Waterway. This
waterway is supposed to be kept at a nine foot
depth. It is filled in and should be dredged. The
spoil from the dredging should be used to restore
the east bank of the waterway. This would reconstruct an area
which has had tremendous effect on the tidal flow
from Shell Island to the Buras Boat Harbor.

The above are answers for question # 2.



Question # 1 : The most important issues that have
to be addressed are 1) political - inability of
elected officials to make critical decisions which
have a negative affect on those who are deriving
income from areas which have to be restored.

2) The Coast 2050 grading process cannot address
areas which have sustained very high loss such as
Bastian Bay mapping unit. There is nothing left to
save In this area.

3) The COE continues to stress the 2050 stratergies
which do not fit into some areas. It seems that
we need more Fflexibility. 2050 is not written in
stone.

Question 2 : None

Copy of report: No



List of Issues discussed at the Environmental Briefing (12/11/01)
LouisianaCoastal Area Initiative

With comments January 30,2002
New Orleans District USACE

Issues derived from notes and comments by Mark Davis, Tom Podany and John Lopez
from 12/11/01 briefing.

Response comments were based on follow-up discussions with Mark Davis and Tom Podany and are
provided to help develop appropriate responses.

**ndicates those questions that Mark Davis indicated would be especially important to have
input fromJohn Saia and Karen Gautreaux

Consensus Building Issues

*¥ssue 2 (Mark Davis, Coalitionto Restore Coastal Louisiana) The manner and speed with which
these studies have been announced and scoped is creating confusion and is outrunning efforts to bolster
the state's cornmitment to coastal restoration and publicinvolvement. Indeed, it seemsto be frustrating
the "one voice, one message" objective that both the state and the ACOE agree mustbe pursued. Given
the importance of broad support, locally and nationally, t0 implement Coast 2050 it must be recognized
that the current approach could actually alienate vital constituencies and undermine ultimate authorization
of the program. How will this be addressed and corrected?

Additional comments from Mark Davis: The lead LCA goal is ecological restoration, but closely following
are hurricane protection and navigation. We need tobe upfront about all three otherwise we will lose

support later. The Morganza/Atchafalaya management plans area casein point of mixed goals. with
contradictory strategies such as wetland development and creation. Our message should be that we are
trying to sustain Louisiana's coastal heritage i.e. Louisiana's ecosystems, infrastructure and culture The

Everglades WRDA authorization also has a three-pronged objective of water flow restoration, water
supply and agriculture with the emphasis on ecologic restoration.

Other general comments: Coastal Restoration Team & CSA are creating processes, which will foster
consensus between agencies. A Stakeholder Group is incorporated into the LCA management plan.

*x++ |ssue 4(Mark Davis, Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana) To be successful a broad coalition will
be neededto support any attempt at funding. The scoping process over the last few months has already
left many constituencies behind. creating confusion and potentialdisenfranchisement. How will this be

addressed and corrected?

Additional comments from Mark Davis: The CWPPRA model for outreach is too passive for the LCA. The
LCA outreach program must target those who support it and those who may not. Dr. Orin Pilkey is an
outspoken proponent of retreating from coastlines and could be critlcal of the restoration effort. We need
to have our own academic spokesman supporting the LCA who will be highly visible.

Other general comments: The briefing meeting held in December and the resulting issues lists are an
effortto foster diaiogue and to address the start-up lag with these groups. These efforts will be molded
as management and organizational structure is developed, but the effort should not be diminished.

****|ssue 5(Mark Davis, Coalitionto Restore Coastal Louisiana) The Governor's Committee for the
Future of CoastallLouisiana may well recommendthe creation of State level Coastal Restoration Advisory
Task Force akin to the Governor's Commission for a Sustainable South Florida. Such a vehicle has been
described as essential to building consensus and a politicalbase. The process currently being pursued
by the Corps does not recognize that need or the fact that an advisory commission could become a reality
in a fairly short time The outreach plans described by the study team do not suggest a workable



alternative to such an advisorygroup. Why isthe study team devising its outreach efforts before the
Governor's committee can make its recommendations? Also, what plans does the study team have for
engaging broader but vital stakeholders given the fact that many of those stakeholders did not get
engaged in the Coast 2050 planning process?

Additional general comments from Mark Davis: Completion of framing of the LCA should not occur until
after the Governor's Committeefor the Coast releases its report.

Other general comments: The LCA management plan envisions as stakeholder group including:
Business and industry
Environmental Organizations
Basin/Coastal Stewardship organizations
Parish Governments
Regional Planning Teams
Agriculture interests
Gulf of Mexico Coastal Interests
Landowners
Others may be added as necessary.

****|ssue 13 (Steve Cochran, EnvironmentalDefense Fund) Louisiana's environmental initiatives can
have a credibility problemwhen debated on the on the nationallevel. How will the new coastal
restorationinitiatives be presented nationally to assure they are perceived as accurate and technically
sound so that an honest dialogue will develop between the local supporters and national environmental

organizations?

Additional comments fromMark Davis: Theexpertise of people like Jim Trippand Stew Cochran (EDF)
could be very helpful to guide the LCA toward national acceptance and eventual WRDA authorization.
Input should also be sought from Fred Caver with the HQUSACE.

Issue 20 (Cyn Sarthou, Gulf Restoration Network) The Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisiana study team is
creating a stakeholder group to foster consesus building on coastal restoration projects. Consensus, if
reached, will not mean 100% agreement on all Issues. It is essential to include all interested
groups/people in this process and avoid the creation of false consensus by favoring certain groups with
inclusionor by assuming that one stakeholder representativecan adequately represent the diversity of
opinion and priorities within a given constituency. How will the study process reflect these facts and
address them (including vehicles for discussions of concerns by dissenting parties)?

Additional comments from Mark Davis: The report from the Governor's Committee for the Coast should
guide this process.

Issue21 (Bill Good, Department of Natural Resources)
It will be vitally important to synthesize ideas and information from a broad range of organizations and

stakeholders. Constructive dialogue and agreement should be a primary strategy. Will the Louisiana
Coastal Area, Louisianastudy team consider hiring a professionalfacilitator to work with the stakeholder
group to improve our chance of success?

Additional comments from Mark Davis: A professional facilitator should be used for public meetings
whenever there am significant conflicting interests. Public outreach is not about holding meetings, but
rather exchange. The Everglades planning (pre-authorization) had a process for dispute resolution.

Authority/ strategic issues

***|sSsue 6 The DMP is the keytolarge-scale coastal restoration, but requires that the Mississippi River
must managed for one additional goal in addition to those two already firmly established by tradition and
law. Navigationand flood control has been the basis of river managementfor over a century. How will a
new three-way division of Mississippi River resources be established so that coastal restoration is given
appropriate legal basis for effective restoration?



**Issuell (Mark Davis, Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana) The 2050 and DMP components of
LCA contemplates significant re-allocation of Mississippi River water through various diversion and
navigation channels. Will the 70/30 split of the discharge at the Old River Structure be evaluated under

this new initiative of river management?

Additional comments from Mark Davis: This issue should be "left onthe table". Input should also be
sought from Dr. Len Bahr.

Tom Podany: The 70/30 split can be accessed by an expanded sensitivity analysis that shows the
potential for diversions if alternative flow distributions were considered and the prerecon-level impacts,
costs, and benefits that might be expected from this range of changes. We must make it clear that far
more study, modeling, and public participationwould be necessary to fully formulate, evaluate, and
recommend such a feature (an incredible amount of additional analysis and public participation, in fact).
This would address the issue in the way that is manageable.

Issue 12 (Cyn Sarthou, Gulf Restoration Network)The USACE isresponsiblefor protecting wetlands and
yet routinely issues permits in Louisianawetlands. At the same time the USACE has spent $ millions to
restore Louisiana wetlands. This failure of stewardship results in part from the USACE delegation of
different goals betweenthe permitting branch and the coastal restoration branch of the New Orleans
District. Will the LouisianaCoastal area, Louisianastudy team recommend a district-level integrated
approach so that efforts by different branches will be in harmony and not in conflict with coastal
restoration? Similarly,will the programs of neighboring USACE districts be harmonizedwith our coastal

restoration, protection, and stewardship efforts?

Additional comments from Mark Davis: We need to reject permits where they directly conflict with coastal
restoration, and where we grant a permit in wetlands we must be prepared tojustify it within the context of

the coastal restoration.

Other genera/ comments: The degree of inconsistency between permitting and restoration is unknown.
Weshould consider mapping Louisiana coastal wetland permitting since CWPPRA (1990) and evaluate
the historical overlap with restorationand wetland permitting. Joint discussions should begin with Ron
Ventola in COE permitting. An analysis of the role of conservationin achieving a sustainable coast should
be parallel in the comprehensive study. The analysis should include the impact of the section 404
program on coastal wetlands, the effectiveness of associated mitigation, and the evaluation of
unmitigated losses due to development activities.

**Issue 17 (Jim Tripp, Environmental Defense Fund) To successfully fund any restoration initiative
requiringsuch large public investmentrequires a demonstration that a "new day" has arrived for the coast
of Louisiana. Any other activities in the coast should be managed to be beneficialfor the coast or at least
neutral. How will the Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisianastudy team imbue this new coastal management
paradigmto governmental agencies and private interests which impact the coast?

Additional comments fromMark Davis: Input should also be sought from Dr. Len Bahr.

Timing issues

Issue 1(Mark Davis, Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana) The Coast 2050 and Delta Management
Plan initiatives (DMP must really be part of Coast2050) are unprecedented in the magnitude of their
goals and the short time frame to accomplishit. What are the specific aims of these studies, what is the
urgency in pushing the scoping process now?

Additional comments from Mark Davis: ISthe LCA goal really WRDAO4 or "WRDA ASAP"? Is WRDAO6
a more appropriate objective?

Other general comments: Coast 2050 mission statement (draft)
"Develop and implement projects that will preserve and enhance Louisiands coastal ecosystem so that it

continues to support the wetland environment, the economy and the culture of south Louisiana, and



economy and well being of the nation; to be accomplished by long-term partnerships and cooperation
among state and federal agencies, stakeholders, environmental organizations, and the public.”

The DMP goals are:
1) Capture Mississippi river sediment before reaching the Gulf of Mexico and use it to build or

sustain the coast
2) Capture Mississippi river nutrients before reaching the Gulf of Mexico and to benefit coastal

wetlands
Project Management

Issue 7(Mark Davis, Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana) The effortto phase out the MRGO is one
example of a significant coastal initiative outside the scope ofthe Project Study Plan which is infact a
related project. How will initiatives like the MRGO phase outbe incorporated into the Project Study Plan?

Additional comments from Mark Davis: Projects like the MRGO Reevaluation Study must be rolled into
LCA somehow.

****|ssue 8 (Mark Davis, Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana) The ultimate cost share between WRDA
funding and the state of Louisiana should be a negotiated percentage considering a broad set of factors
and comprehensive formulation, and thus should not be predetermined. Will the Louisiana Coastal Area,
Louisiana study team keep its options open and avoid a pre-set cost share?

Additional comments from Mark Davis: Many factors might influence the final cost share formula that is
finally negotiated in the WRDAIlegislation. The state should keep its options open to not miss a future
opportunity to keep the matching as low as is reasonable.

**¥|ssue 10 (Mark Davis, Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana) The geographic boundaries already
proposed for the DMP project may be too narrow and project alternatives may have been preemptively
excluded already. If pre-project scope definition is ultimately found irreconcilable with final project
proposals, the projects are not likelyto be funded. How will the Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisiana study
team avoid prematurely setting project boundaries that may be detrimental to the project formulation and

its funding?

Additional comments from Mark Davis: The DMP should not be restricted to the lower delta and should
include the 70/30split at Old River Control Structure and a Lafourche conveyance canal. Input should
also be sought from Dr. Len Bahr.

Technical issues

Issue 9 (Mark Dawvis, Coalitionto Restore Coastal Louisiana) Modern scientific modeling can be important
to determine possible project outcomes, but also an effective tool for communicatingthe project concept

to the public or officials. Will scientific models be generated to test project concepts and if so who will
generate those models and how will they be integrated into project planning and public involvement?

Additional comments from Mark Davis: Input should also be sought from Falcolm Hull, Troy Constance
and Paul Kemp

Issue 14 (Barry Kohl, Louisiana Audubon Council): Previous Federal actions concerningdiversions and
use of dredged material have not done an adequate job analyzing the potential for contaminated
sediments in the project area. What will the Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisiana study team do to ensure
that contaminated sediments are properly addressed in the study and Project Study Plan (PSP)?

Additional comments fromMark Davis: consult with Linda Mathies and Barry Kohl to review sediment
analysis procedure.



Issue 15 (Doug Daigle, Mississippi River BasinAlliance) Therewas unnecessary delay in recognition of
the linkage between hypoxiaand Louisiana's coast wetland loss. Another linkage to coastal restoration is
carbon sequestration by increased productivity of wetlands to mitigate global warming. How will the
Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisianastudy team assure that new issuessuch as climate change that are

relevant to coastal restoration are addressed in a timely and appropriate manner?

Additional comments from Mark Davis: consult with John Ettinger and Doug Daigle to review the
importance of this issue to the LCA.

Issue 16 (Jim Tripp, Environmental Defense Fund) How will independent scientific verification and
support be developed through organizations like the NationalAcademy of Sciences?

Additional comments from Mark Davis: consult with Sue Hawes, Dr. Len Bahr, Dr. Jenneke Visser and
Randy Hanchey. A timetable for reviews should be established now.

Issue 18 (Sam Becker, EPA) Itis important to have earlyinvolvement by the scientific community. Will
the Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisiana study team include a scientific panel at an early stage to review
restoration plans and advise the study team?

Additional comments from Mark Davis: consult with Sue Hawes, Dr. Len Bahr Dr. Jenneke Visser and
Randy Hanchey.

Issue 19 (John Day, Coast Ecology LSU) Ecosystem management (Ecotechnology)is an emerging field.
which may be usedto address large-scale systemic environmentalissues such as the nutrient enrichment
driven dead zoneof the Gulf of Mexico. Will the Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisiana study team consider
funding for research of nutrient management of the Mississippi River basinby means of wetland
ecosystem restoration and riparian forests?

Additional comments from MarkDavis: Input should be sought from John Ettinger, Dr. Paul Kemp and
Doug Daigle to review the need for continued research.

Hypoxia issues

Issue 3 (Mark Davis, Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana) Hypoxia (dead zone) in the Gulf of Mexico is
a national issue that is linked to Louisiana's coastal restorationprogram. There is a multi-state/federal
hypoxia action plan headed by EPA that has its own Task Force that will begin meeting this winter to
push the implementatlon of that plan. Many of the national and regional stakeholders that have been
identified as necessary participantsin the Coast 2050 campaign are already engaged inthe hypoxia plan.
Restoration and river management plans for coastal Louisianawill directly affect that plan and the work of
the Hypoxia Task Force. How are the Hypoxia Action Plan, the Mississippi River/Gulf of Mexico
Watershed Nutrient Task Force, and the stakeholder processes developed under the HypoxiaAction plan
being recognized, accommodated and integrated into the Coast 2050 and Delta Management studies?

Additional comments from Mark Davis: This is more than a technical planning issue, and also includes
consensus building for those who have an interest in the hypoxia problem. Hypoxia should not be the
lead issue for the LCA.



USACE- NewOrleans District

List of Issues discussed at the Environmental Briefing on the
Louisiana Coastal Area initiative
New Orleans District USACE
December 11, 2001
Derived from notes and comments by Mark Davis -- CRCL and John Lopez - USACE
And reviewed by participants

Consensus Building
Issue 2(Mark Davis, Coalitionto Restore Coastal Louisiana) The manner and speed with which these
studies have beenannounced and scoped is creating confusion and is outrunning efforts to bolster the
state's commitmentto coastal restoration and public involvement. Indeed. it seems to be frustrating the
""one voice, one message" objective that both the state and the ACOE agree must be pursued. Given the
importance of broad support, locally and nationally, to implement Coast 2050 it must be recognized that
the current approach could actually alienate vital constituencies and undermine ultimate authorizationof
the program. How will this be addressedand corrected?

Issue4 (Mark Davis. Coalitionto Restore Coastal Louisiana) To be successful, a broad coalition will be
neededto supportany attempt at funding. The scoping process over the last few months has already left
many constituencies behind, creating confusion and potential disenfranchisement. How will this be

addressed and corrected?

Issue5 (Mark Davis, Coalitionto Restore Coastal Louisiana) The Governor's Committee for the Future of
Coastal Louisianamay well recommend the creation of State level Coastal Restoration Advisory Task

Force akin to the Governor's Commissionfor a Sustainable South Florida. Such a vehicle has been
described as essential to building consensus and a political base. The process currently being pursued
by the Corps does not recognizethat need or the fact that an advisory commission could become a reality
ina fairly short ime The outreach plans described by the study team do notsuggesta workable
alternativeto suchan advisory group. Why is the study team devising its outreach efforts before the
Governor's committeecan make its recommendations? Also,what plans does the study team have for
engaging broader but vital stakeholders given the fact that many of those stakeholders did not get

engaged in the Coast 2050 planning process?

Issue 13 (Steve Cochran, Environmental Defense Fund) Louisiana's environmental initiatives can have a
credibility problemwhen debated on the on the nationallevel. How will the new coastal restoration
initiatives be presented nationally to assure they are perceived as accurate and technically sound so that
an honest dialogue will develop between the local supporters and national environmentalorganizations?

Issue 20 (Cyn Sarthou, Gulf Restoration Network) The Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisianastudy team is
creating a stakeholder group to foster consensus building on coastal restoration projects. Consensus, if
reached, will not mean 100%agreementon all issues. Itis essential to Include all interested
groups/people in this process and avoid the creation of false consensus by favonng certain groups with
incluslonor by assuming that one stakeholder representative can adequately representthe diversity of
opinion and priorities within a given constituency. How will the study process reflectthese facts and
address them (including vehicles for discussions of concerns by dissenting parties)?

Issue 21 (Bill Good, Department of Natural Resources)

Itwill be vitally importantto synthesize ideas and informationfrom a broad range of organizations and
stakeholders. Constructive dialogue and agreement should be a primary strategy. Will the Louisiana
Coastal Area, Louisiana study team consider hiring a professional facilitator to work with the stakeholder

group to improve our chanceof success?

Authority/ strategic issues
Issue 6 The DMP is the key to large-scale coastal restoration, but requires that the Mississippi River must
managed for one additional goal in addition to those two already firmly established by tradition and law.



Navigation and flood control has been the basis of river management for over a century. How willa new
three-way division of Mississippi River resources be established so that coastal restoration is given

appropriate legal basis for effective restoration?

Issuell (Mark Davis. Coalitionto Restore Coastal Louisiana) The 2050 and DMP components of LCA
contemplates significant re-allocation of MississippiRiver water through various diversionand navigation
channels. Will the 70/30 split of the discharge at the Old River Structure be evaluated under this new
initiative of river management?

Issuel2 (Cyn Sarthou, Gulf Restoration Network) The USACE is responsible for protectingwetlands and
yet routinely Issues permits in Louisiana wetlands. Atthe Sametime the USACE has spent $ millionsto
restore Louisianawetlands. This failure of stewardship results in part from the USACE delegation of
different goals between the permittingbranch and the coastal restoration branch of the New Orleans
District. Will the Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisianastudy team recommend a district-level integrated
approach so that efforts by different braches will be in harmony and not in conflict with coastal
restoration? Similarly, will the programs of neighboring USACE districts be harmonized with our coastal

restoration, protection, and stewardship efforts?

Issue 17(Jim Tripp, Environmental Defense Fund) To successfully fund any restoration initiative requiring
such large public investment requires a demonstration that a "new day"has arrivedfor the coast of
Louisiana. Any other activities inthe coast should be managedto be beneficial for the coast or at least
neutral. How will the Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisianastudy teamimbue this new coastal management
paradigm to governmental agencies and private interestswhich impact the coast?

Timing Issues
Issuel (Mark Davis, Coalitionto Restore Coastal Louisiana) The Coast 2050 and Delta Management
Plan initiatives (DMP must really be part of Coast 2050) are unprecedented in the magnitude of their
goals and the short timeframe to accomplishit. What are the specific aims of these studies, what is the
urgency in pushingthe scoping process now?

Project Management
Issue 7 (Mark Davis. Coalitionto Restore Coastal Louisiana)The effort to phase out the MRGO is one
example of a significant coastal initiative outside the scope of the Project Study Planwhich is infact a
related project. How will initiatives like the MRGO phase out be incorporated into the Project Study Plan?

Issue8(Mark Davis. Coalitionto Restore Coastal Louisiana) The ultimate cost share between WRDA
funding and the state of Louisiana should be a negotiated percentageconsidering a broad set of factors
and comprehensiveformulation, and thus should not be pre-determined. Will the Louisiana Coastal Area,
Louisiana study team keep its options open and avoid a pre-setcost share?

Issue 10 (Mark Davis. Coalitionto Restore Coastal Louisiana) The geographic boundaries already
proposed for the DMP project may be too narrow and project alternatives may have been preemptively
excluded already. If pre-project scope definition is ultimately found Irreconcilable with final project
proposals, the projects are not likeiy to be funded. How will the Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisiana study
team avoid prematurely setting projectboundaries that may be detrimental to the project formulation and

its funding?

Technical Issues
Issue9 (Mark Davis, Coalitionto Restore Coastal Louisiana) Modem scientific modeling can be important
to determine possible project outcomes. but also an effectivetool for communicating the project concept



to the public or officials Will scientific models be generated to test project concepts and if so who wvill
generate those models and how will they be integrated into project planningand public involvement?

Issue 14 (Barry Kohl. Louisiana Audubon Council) Previous Federal actions concerning diversions and
use of dredged material have not done an adequate job analyzing the potential for contaminated
sediments inthe project area. What will the Louisiana Coastal Area. Louisiana study team do to ensure
that contaminated sediments are properly addressed in the study and Project Study Plan (PSP)?

Issue 15(Doug Daigle, Mississippi River Basin Alliance) There was unnecessarydelay in recognition of
the linkage between hypoxia and Louisiana's coast wetland loss. Another linkage to coastal restoration is
carbon sequestration by increased productivity of wetlands to mitigate globalwarming. How will the
Louisiana Coastal Area. Louisiana study team assure that new issues such as climate change that are
relevant to coastal restoration are addressedin a timely and appropriate manner?

Issue 16 (Jim Tripp, Environmental Defense Fund) How will independent scientific verification and
support be developed through organizations like the National Academy of Sciences?

Issue 18 (Sam Becker, EPA) Itis important to have early involvement by the scientificcommunity. Wil
the Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisiana study team include a scientific panel at an early stageto review
restoration plans and advise the study team?

Issue 19 (John Day, Coast Ecology LSU) Ecosystem management (Ecotechnology) is an emerging field,
which may be used to address large-scale systemic environmentalissues such as the nutrient enrichment
driven dead zone of the Gulf of Mexico. Will the Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisiana study team consider
funding for research of nutrient managementof the Mississippi River basin by means of wetland
ecosystem restorationand riparianforests?

Hypoxiaissues
Issue 3 (Mark Davis, Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana) Hypoxia (dead zone) in the Gulf of Mexico is
a national issue that is linked to Louisiana's coastal restoration program. There is a multi-state/federal
hypoxia action plan headed by EPA that has its own Task Force that will begin meeting this winter to
push the implementation of that plan. Many of the nationaland regional stakeholders that have been
identified as necessary participants in the Coast 2050 campaign are already engaged in the hypoxia plan.
Restoration and river management plans for coastal Louisiana will directly affect that plan and the work of
the Hypoxia Task Force. How are the Hypoxia Action Plan, the Mississippi River/Gulf of Mexico
Watershed Nutrient Task Force, and the stakeholder processes developed under the Hypoxia Action plan
being recognized, accommodated and integratedinto the Coast 2050 and Delta Management studies?
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3 May 2002

Dr. William P. Klein, Jr.

CEMVN -PM -RS

US Army Corps of Engineers

Post Office Box 60267

New Orleans, LA 70160-0267 via Internet and US Snail Mail

Dear Bill:

Asyou read this communique, | have returned to my desk following several
client assignments. Regrettably, | missed the public meeting in Belle Chasse
for the --

Louisiana Coastal Area Comprehensive Study,

as announced in TheTimes-Picayune (17 April 2002).

Please add my name to the distribution list for future public meetings. Also,
please sent to me any summary report of the study currently available for the
public - and bill SMS-USA as appropriate.

Asanavid fisherman of the Barataria Basin, | have a keen interest in the
long- term restoration of the area — and want to keep properly informed.

Asalways, | am obliged for your assistance — and wish you continued
success with the development of an environmental impact statement.

With best personal regards, | am,

Sincerely yours,

Lee P. Gary, Jr.
Owner



GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
The Commons at Rivergate
3018 U.S. Highway 301 North. Suite 1000 « Tampa. Florida 33619-2266
(813)228-2815+ FAX (813) 225-7015

e-mail: gulfcouncil @gulfcouncil.org

May 7,2002
02MAYRO0*'~5373

Colonel Thomas F. Julich

District Engineer, New Orleans District
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers
Post Office Box 60267

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267

Dear Colonel Julich:

The Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council’s (Council) Habitat Protection

Committee (HPC) has reviewed a public notice for scoping comments related to a
comprehensive coastwide ecosystem restoration feasibility study in Louisiana. The
purpose of the public notice is to gain public input for the programmatic supplemental
environmental impact statement (PSEIS). The Council would like to comment on the
scope of the coastwide ecosystem restoration study. The Council recognizes the

importance of the coastal wetlands and waters that comprise coastal Louisiana and

supports any efforts to restore these ecologically valuable areas.

The Council is one of eight regional Fishery Management Councils that were established
by the Fishery Conservation and Management Act in 1976 (reauthorized by the
Magnuson-Stevens Sustainable Fisheries Act (MSFCMA) of 1996). The Council
prepares fishery management plans for fishery resources in the Exclusive Economic Zone
(EEZ) of the Gulf of Mexico. While the Council only has jurisdiction in federal waters,
Section 305 of the MSFCMA gives the Council the ability to comment on and make

recommendations on activities that would adversely affect essential fish habitat (EFH) in

state waters.

The public notice requests additional input on the most important issues, resources and
impacts that should be considered in the PSEIS and the study process. Since the Council
manages several marine fish species that utilize Louisiana’s coastal wetlands, the Council
feels that the estuarine and marine fishery resources should receive high priority when
examining strategies for restoring coastal Louisiana. Coastal Louisiana contains a
diversity of habitats that the Council has identified as EFH for several species that the
Council manages. Detailed information on this EFH designation can be located in the
1998 Generic Amendment for Addressing Essential Fish Habitat Requirements in the
Council’s Fishery Management Plans. This habitat also supports many economically
important marine fish species that serve as important members of the marine ecosystem
and as prey for other additional species that the Council manages. The wetlands in this
area also produce nutrients and detritus that contribute to fishery productivity in the
surrounding inshore and offshore areas.

A council authorized by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation & Management Act



Colonel ThomasF. Julich
May 7,2002
Page Two

The public notice also requests additional strategies or modifications to existing Coast
2050 strategies that should be considered in the PSEIS andthe study process. All of the
regional ecosystem strategies recognize the importance of restoring natural drainage
patterns. The Council recognizes the ecological importance of freshwater inflow to
maintenance of the estuaries and the role of estuaries in maintaining healthy fishery
resources. The Council hasakeen interest in maintaining adequate freshwater inflowto
estuaries, and therefore applauds efforts to restore natural drainage patterns. With this
being said, the Council is concerned about Region 3, Ecosystem Strategy 10, which calls
for preventing adverse tidal exchange between Gulf/lake, lake/marsh, bay/marsh,
Gulf/bay, and marsh/navigation channel locations. The Councii would like to caution
against overzealous tidal exchange control at the expense of ingress/egress of estuarine-
dependent species.

The Council strongly supports Region 3, Regional Programmatic Strategy 6, which calls
for a statewide plan for management of surface and ground water supplies. The only

concern the Council has is that this strategy is a statewide plan, but is not considered a

coastwide common strategy. The Council feels that a statewide plan for management of

surface and ground water supplies is one of the most important things the state can do in

terms of overall water management for the future and feels that this strategy should be a
coastwide goal and not just a goal for Region 3.

The Council is also concerned about Region 4, Regional Programmatic Recommendation
4, which calls for allowing “limited estuarine organism access”. While the Council is not
sure of the exact context in which this recommendation was made. the Council would
recommend that estuarine organism access be maximized to the extent possible in
conjunction with the other programmatic goals addressed in the plan.

The Council appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the scoping of this
PSEIS. We hope that our recommendations can improve the study. If you have my
questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact the Council.

Sincerely,

RW: JR:plk

c: Gulf Council
Staff HAA\HABITAT\ScopingCommentsd-02.doc




May 7,2002

Dr. William Klein

Mr. Troy Constance
CEMVN-PM-RS\W

P.O. Box 60267

New Orleans, La 70160-0267

To Whom It May Concern,

| am submitting the following comments relative to the Programmatic Supplemental EIS
for the Comprehensive Coastwide Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study on behalf of
the Mississippi River Basin Alliance (MRBA.) MRBA is a non-profit organization with
over 150 member groups along the entire length of the river, dedicated to the protection
and restoration of the health of the river system and the communities that depend on it.
A critical part of that vision isthe restoration of Louisiana’s coast and the active river
delta to a sustainable condition. We welcome the opportunity to submit comments on the
LouisianaCoastal Area Comprehensive Study of the Coast 2050 Restoration Plan.

l. Reconciling restoration efforts with other concerns

The Public Notice on the Programmatic Supplemental EIS Scoping Meetings issued by
the Corps of Engineers statesthat “The LCA Comprehensive Study will evaluate the
restoration strategies identified in the Coast 2050 Plan... developing those strategies, and
selectingplans that best address the ecosystem restoration necds for the entire Louisiana
coastal area, while complying with applicable rules, regulations, and administration
policy.” We see aserious need for the wetlands restoration work being carried out by the
Corps and other federal and state agencies to be reconciled with the permitting process.
In the New Orleans District, pemits are issued on a wide scale for wetlands development
in the Pontchartrain, Calcasieu, anti other basins across the southern and coastal region of

the state.

Observers from other regions have questioned how the state can allow widespread
wetlands development while also seeking major federal funding for wetlands restoration.
Members ofthe public in Louisiana have expressed concern that development is being
allowed in areas directlyat risk or projected to have increased vulnerability to hurricanes
fromwetland loss. Pending development projects on Grand Isle are one example of this
inconsistency. The Regional Programmatic Recommendations for Region 1, site of some



MRBA Comments - 2

of the most intense development of wetlands, call for reducing “the draining and
development of marshes.” Swamps should be included in this recommendation aswell.
Conservation and protection of forested wetlands in the coastal zone is also an important
consideration.

On anothernote, Louisiana’s unfortunate legacy of shortsighted environmental policies
has resulted inthe contamination of sediments in many water bodies and wetland areas
across the state. The Coastwide Common Strategies for the Coast 2050 Plan include
“beneficial use ofdredged material from maintenance operations to create, restore, or
protect wetlands,” and “dedicated dredging to create, restore, or protect wetlands.”

Members of the public have expressed concerns about contaminantsbeing liberated and
dispersed into waterways, wetlands, and estuaries through dredging operations. It is vital
that agencies conduct adequate testing prior to dredging, especially in areas such as the
Calcasieu Basin which have a history of toxic contamination, as an integral part of
restoration projects, and that the public be adequately informed of this policy.

[1. Multiple Benefits

It is also important that coastal restoration efforts be coordinated with other ecosystem
restoration and protection efforts. Restoration projects can have asignificantimpacton
reducing the spread of hypoxia in Louisiana’s offshore waters. At the same time,
members of the public have expressedconcerns aboutnutrient-laden waters from the
Mississippi River being redirected into wetland areas. The incorporation of nutrient
studies into the plan for the Maurcpas Swamp Diversion is an encouraging sign, as are
the ongoing studies documenting nutrient uptake in the marshes receiving river water
fromthe Caernarvon Diversion. Nutrient uptake study should be an integral part of the
planning for restoration projects. As noted above, it is important that the public be kept
informed of these policies so that concerns about water quality can be allayed.

The active delta and Louisiana’s coast and southern region are areas likely to be
significantly affected by climate change. Planning for the restoration effort should
incorporate the most up to date projections for sea-level rise. A recent report issued by
the Union of Concerned Scientistsand the Ecological Society of Americaestimated that
Louisiana’s coast could see relative sea-level rise of 44 inches over the next century in
areaswith the greatest subsidence.! At the same time, freshwater diversionand other
projects that build coastal marshes and lay down river-borne sediments have the potential
for significant carbon burial and sequestration. The Mississippi River delta plays an
important role in the carbon “budget” of North America Monitoring and research on this
issue should be incorporatedinto the Coast 2050 Plan, since carbon sequestration from
restoration projects could contribute to balancing the carbon budget of Louisiana and the

region.

' Confronting Climate Change in the Gulf Coast Region: Prospectsfor Sustaining Our Ecological
Heritage , Dr.Robert Twilley, et.al. UCS/ESA 2001.



MRBA Comments - 3
I1l. Specific Regional Suggestions

Among the many recommendations and strategies identified across the 4 coastal regions,
we would like to call attention to several in particular.

Region 1

Pearl River -We support the recommendation to restrict West Pearl River dredging. We
have expressedin writing our concerns about dredging at the mouth of the Pearl and
dispersal of mercury-contaminated sediments.

NERR-While the location is still to be determined, we strongly support the
establishment of a National Estuarine Research Reserve in Louisiana

Joyce and Manchac WMAs - We support the expansion of these Wildlife Management

Areas.
Region 2

Bayou Lafourche -We supportthe Bayou Lafourche Siphon and Pump Project as a vital
way to restore sustainable river flow to an important estuary.

Alternative sources of sediment - The potential for using compost as part of restoration,

in particular from yardwaste generated by large municipal areas, should be explored
across the coast. In many locations, there may be opportunities for combining municipal
yard waste with dredge spoil to create a natural resource material that could contribute to
the replenishment of marshes and benefit municipalities by reducing landfill costs.

In conclusion, we urge that the state and its federal partners continue the important work
of bringing o Louisiana a perspective of responsible stewardship of the natural systems
and resources of our coast and the Mississippi River delta. While significantprogress has
been made, much remains to be done to convey the message that the state’s coastal crisis
has shown us that business as usual inthe treatment of our forests, waters, and wetlands
is nolonger acceptable. The restoration effort andthe state as a whole can only benefit

from this change.

Sincerely,

Doug Daigle
Hypoxia Program Director



Allan Ensminger
(318] 462-0762

May 7,2002

Colonel F. ThomasJulich
District Engineer N.O. District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Post Office Box 60267

New Orleans, LA 70160

Dear Colonel Julich,

This will serve as an official comment in regard to the Public Notice in conjunction with
the Programmatic Supplemental EIS Scoping Process for the Louisiana Coastal Area
LA-Comprehensive Coastwide Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study.

Comments presented herein are in relation to Point au Ferisland located within Region 3.
Several CWPPRA projects have been implemented on the Island and ample opportunity
exist to expand on strategiescontained in the Coast 2050 Plan.

Of particular importance would be a project to protect the front side of the island from
continuous erosion by the Gulf of Mexico. Foreshore protection barriers such as those in
place at Raccoon island would provide protection to the fragile beachfront and extend the
life of the CWPPRA projects installed on this important barrier island.

In additionto shoreline protect, expanded hydrologic restorationand dedicated dredge

and fill activity such as that accomplished by the CWPPRA project, Hydrologic
Restoration of Lake Chapeau, should be implemented. Because of the size of Point au
Fer Island and its strategic location south of the fragilefloatingmarshland in southwest
Terrebonne Parish, restoration and protection projects can be expected to extend well into
the futureandassure excellent function and values of this section of coastal wetlands.

Many of the Coastwide Common Strategies and Region 3 ecological strategies apply to
existing conditionsat Point au Fer Island and should be implemented as soon as possible.
Of particular importance to the Island will be the judicious use of silt and freshwater
available fromthe Atchafalaya River. Efforts should be made within the Coast 2050 Plan
to accelerate the movement of silt into the eastern end of Atchafalaya Bay as a product of
the Corps of Engineers navigation channel maintenance program.

Wetlands and Wildlife Management Co. = 246 Allan Ensminger Rd. = DeRidder, LA 70634



| appreciate the opportunity as a wetland manager to participate in the development of
long-range projects to protect some of our existing ecosystems and prolong their

productivity.
Sincerely yours,
Qllen
Allan B. Ensminger

ABE/me
c.c. Mr. Charles I. Denechaud 111



Alian Ensminger
(318] 462-0762

May 7,2002

Colonel F. Thomas Julich
District-Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
New OrleansDistrict

Post Office Box 60267

New Orleans, LA 70160

Dear Colonel Julich,

This will serve as an official comment in regard to the public Notice in conjunction with
the Programmatic Supplemental EIS Scoping Process for the Louisiana Coastal Area,
LA-Comprehensive Coastwide Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study.

Comments presented herein are in relation to the LaBranche Wetland ecosystem located
between the west boundary of Jefferson Parish and the Bonnet Carre Spillway and on the
east bank of St. Charles Parish This large ecosystem contains approximately 20, 000
acres of Cypress-Tupelo Swamp and bottomland hardwood forest, Following the
construction of the Mississippi River Gulf Outlet, saltwater intrusion through the Inter-
harbor Canal brought about a drastic change in the daily water salinity value of the lake
and has resulted in a drastic change in plant communities of the heretofore-freshwater
marsh and swamp ecosystem. Until a barrier is installed in the Inter-harbor Canal water
salinity will remain above the tolerancerange of freshwater plant communities. Drought
conditions experienced in 2000 compounded the situation and demonstrated that without
a closure of the shoreline of Lake Pontchartrain in the above described area and a
saltwater barrier at the mouth of Bayou LaBranche the entire ecosystemwill continue to
deteriorateand become another skeleton forest, so common along our coast.

Many sections of coastal Louisiana are faced with complex geographic and hydrologic
landscape issues that limit the strategiesavailable for protecting orrestoring the
deteriorated coastal area This is not the situation with regard to the La Branche
Wetlands. The first CWPPRA project, installed on the St. Charles Land Syndicate
property, demonstrated the feasibility of dredge and fillto create wetlands in critical
areas. Additional restoration sites along the shoreline of Lake Pontchartrain exist and
should be giventop priority in the CWPPRA process.

Wetlands and Wildlife Management Co. ® 246 Allan Ensminger Rd. ® DeRidder, LA 70634



Diversion of Mississippi River water into the La Branche Wetlands would be difficult
due to the developcd area along the natural levee system of the river. An additional
obstacle for meaningful freshwater introduction is the newly constructed St. Charles
Hurricane Protection Levee. Freshwater introduction would necessarily have to be
beyond this barrier to be acceptable to residents of the area Utilization of the existing
Bonnet Carre Spillway Reservation should be an annual event by the Corps of Engineers
in spite of the objections of misguided environmentalist that want the lake to be a pristine
area instead of a receiving area for coastal restoration downstream.

| appreciate the opportunity as a wetland manager to participate in the development of
long-range projects to protect some of our existing ecosystems and prolong their
productivity.

Sincerelyyours,

MJW

ABE/me -
Allan B. Ensminger

c.c. Mr. W. A. Monteleone. Jr.



CONTINENTAL LAND & FUR Co., INC.
909 POYDRAS STREET, SUITE 2100
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA 70112-1051

TELEPHONE 504 / 586-1718 TELECOPIER 504 / 581-4398

May 8,2002

VIA FAX

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
New Orleans District

P.O. Box 60267

New Orleans, LA 70160-0267

Attention: Dr. William P. Klein. Jr.
LCA PSEIS
CEMVN-PM-RS

Re:  LCA ComprehensiveStudy

Gentlemen:

Continental Land & Fur Co., Inc. (CL&F) owns property in the upper Penchant sub-basin
of the Terrebonne basin, all of which is located in Townships 17 and 18 South. Ranges 12, 13, 14
and 15 East, Terrebonne Parish, Louisiana. CL&F has owned and managed its property for over
70 years, the vast majority of which is classified as a freshwater flotant marsh. CL&F’s property
falls within Coast 2050 Region 3, therefore. CL&F respectfully requests that the following
comments be incorporated in the Programmatic Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement:

- Different marsh types need different approaches- Coastal restoration and regulatory
agencies need to realize that the different marsh types in coastal Louisiana require different
management approaches. For example, CL&F’s flotant marshes consist of thin and thick
mats of interwoven roots binding decaying plant detritus into a platform that floats on the
water. The peats and organic deposits underlying the flotant marshes are literally held in
place by the natural ridges surrounding them. Flotant marshes are remarkably resilient as
long as these natural ridges remain unbreached. Once breached, however, the movement of
water through the gaps creates a pumping effect which rapidly removes the fluid and poorly
consolidated material underlying the flotant marsh. The numerous oil and gas canal banks on
CL&F’s property perform the Same functions as a natural ridge in the flotant marshes.
Currently, the agencies do not allow oil and gas operators to place the organic material
recovered in maintenance dredging operations on the canal spoilbanksto protect the flotant
marshes, even though the material quickly vegetates and subsides back to nearly marsh level
in a very short time frame.
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Beneficial use of dredged material - This concept has been embraced in most of the
restoration plans to date and is a Coast 2050 Coastwide Common Strategy. Unfortunately,
the regulatory agencies encourage oil and gas companies operating in South Louisiana to
prop or wheel wash, thereby destroying the dredged material instead of placing the material
on the adjacentspoilbanks. When dredged material is placed on the spoilbanksat our
request, the agencies require mitigation due to the impact to the old spoilbanks.

Navigational channels - The stabilization of the width of major navigational channels is also

a Coast 2050 Coastwide Common Strategy. The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW),
Avoca Island Cut-off Channel and the Bayous Boeuf, Chene, and Black project have eroded
many times beyond the contractual right of way width. To the best of our knowledge, the
Corps of Engineers has never maintained the banks of these navigational channels. Since
these channels are beyond the original width provided for in the right of way agreements, the
Corps of Engineers should compensate the affected landowners. CWPPRA Project TE-43
has been approved for bank stabilization along the GIWW in Terrebonne Parish. This project
should be given high priority as it will bring much needed protection to an area that has
suffered severe erosion due to non-maintenance of the GIWW banks.

CL&F Coast 2050 Region 3-Regional Ecosystem Strategies Proposals/Revisions

Revise strategy 6 to provide for the bank stabilization of navigation channels will also be for
the protection of adjacent wetlands.

Revise strategy 7 to provide that before more Atchafalaya water is directed through the
GIWW, the banks need to be stabilized.

Revise strategy 11 to provide that oil and gas canal banks in a flotant marsh should be
maintained.

Bayou Penchant/Lake Penchant watershed CWPPRA project. This project is designed to
manage the sediment and hydrologic flow in the Penchant basin. A goal of the project is to
relieve flooding in the northern end of the basin by sending Atchafalaya river water to the
southern end through additional outlets. Implementation of this project should be given high
priority.

Wave limit controls should be instituted on the GIWW, Avoca island Cut-off Channel and
the Bayous Chene, Boeuf, and Black navigation project in an effort to reduce the impact of
the boat wakes on the adjoining marshes.

Lake Verret Pump Project - The upper Penchant marshes are experiencing flooding
conditions. Consider moving the pumps to move water to the east where saltwater intrusion
is a problem rather than transferring it to an area where excessive water is already a problem.
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Maintain oil and gas canal banks by placing the dredged material from maintenance
operations in a fresh flotant marsh environment on adjacent spoilbanks to protect the fragile
flotant marshes.

Reevaluate the Mississippi (70%)/Atchafalaya (30%) allocation at the Old River Control
Structure. By reducing the flow of the Mississippidown the Atchafalaya, flooding problems
in Morgan City, the Lake Verret basin and the flotant marshes in the Penchant basin would
be alleviated. Bychangingthe allocation, more river water would be available for the
proposed river diversionsdong the Mississippi River.

Implementation of CWPPRA Project TE-43 should be given high priority.

The Corps of Engineers should be required to stabilize the banks of the GIWW, Avoca Island

Cut-off Channel and the Bayous Boeuf, Chene and Black project with thedredged material
received during annual dredging operationsand rip rap. The maintenance of these channels
should begin now and not wait for the year 2050.

Thank you for the opportunity to allow CL&F to submitcommentsto be included in the

PSEIS. Ifyou should have any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate
to contact the undersigned.

Sincerely, 1 .
/ .
L / , A~
2 2NN A
rder j’\ g
George A. Strain
Vice President

GAS/nkv

CC:

Herman Crawford
Troy Constance, CEMVN-PM-W
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Attention: Mr.Troy Constance
Study Manager
CEMVN-PM-W

Re: LCA Comprehensive Study

Gentlemen:

Continental Land & Fur Co,, Inc. (CL&F) owns property in the upper Penchant sub-basin
of the Terrebonne basin, all of which is located in Townships 17 and 18 South, Ranges 12,13,14
and 15 East Terrebonne Parish. Louisiana CL&F has ownedand managed its property for over
70 years, the vast majority of whichis classifiedas a freshwater flotant marsh. CL&F’s property
fallswithin Coast 2050 Region 3, therefore, CL&F respectfully requests that the following
comments be incorporated in the Programmatic Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement:

- Different marsh types need different approaches = Coastal restoration andregulatory
agencies need to realize that the different marshtypes in coastal Louisiana require different
management approaches. For example, CL&F’s flotant marshes consist of thin and thick
mats of interwoven knots binding decaying plant detritusinto a platform that floats on the
water. The peats and organic deposits underlying the flotant marshes are literally held in
place by the natural ridges surrounding them. Flotant marshes are remarkably resilient as
long as these natural ridges remain unbreached. Once breached, however, the movement of
water through the gaps creates a pumping effect which rapidly removes the fluid and poorly
consolidated material underlying the flotant marsh. Thenumerous oil and gas canal banks on
CL&F’s property perform the same functions as a natural ridge in the flotant marshes.
Currently, the agencies do notallow oil and gas operators to place the organic material
recovered in maintenance dredging operations on the canal spoilbanks to protect the flotant
marshes, even though the material quickly vegetates and subsides back to nearly marsh level

in a very shorttime frame.
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
New Orleans District

Attn: Dr. William P. Klein. Jr.
PO. Box 60267

New Orleans, LA 70160-0267

Re: Louisiana Coastal Area Comprehensive Coastwide Ecosystem

Restoration Feasibility Study
Programmatic Supplemental EIS Scoping Comments

Dear Dr. Klein:

Restore or Retreat. Inc. (ROR) is a newly formed nonprofit organization consisting of
concerned citizens throughout Louisiana and the United States. The members of ROR
support large-scale restoration strategies that will benefit the Barataria and Terrebonne
basins insoutheast Louisiana, which are losing land at the highest rates as depicted inthe

following excerpt:

Excerpt from MRSNFR, USCOE 2000:

The portions of the Barataria and TerrebonneBasins on either
side of lower Bayou Lafourche have experienced some of the
highest wetland loss rates in the United States. Between the
1930s and 1990, 37 percent of the marshes in lower Terrebonne
were lost,and at the same time 44 percent of lower Barataria
marshes became open water. Even with CWPPRAprojects and
freshwater diversions, by theyear2050, 40 percent of today's
marshes in the Barataria Basin are anticipated to be gone. In
Terrebonne, over 50 percent ofthe marshes there today could

well have been lost.

ROR hereby submits a response to the Programmatic Supplemental EIS for the Louisiana
Coastal Area (LCA) Comprehensive Coastwide Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study.
In accordance with the Public Notice, ROR is providing a response to the two questions

posed.

Question 1:
What are the most important issues, resources, and impacts that we should consider in

the PSEIS and the study process?
The mostcritical issue is the fact that Louisiana is losing land at astronomical rates and if

we continue to delay implementation of major projects, entire coastal communities will
be forced to retreat and Louisianawill experience an environmentall, economic and

P.0. BOX 2048-NSU e Thibodaux, Louisiana 70310« (985)448-4485 « FAX (985) 448-4486
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cultural disaster. The Baratana and Terrebonne basins are losing land at the highest rates in the
stateat 10to 11 square miles per year. For this reason, the necessary resources should be
allocated to this area of the state in order to expedite large-scale restoration projects.

The significant issues related to Louisiana’s coastal restoration effort are simultaneously restoring
the estuarine system, while also building land and providing flood protection. The Mississippi
River built this estuarine system, and it isthe area’s most valuable resource for effectively
restoring coastal Louisiana.

Throughout the restoration process, the stateand federal regulatory agencies must involve the
public and the stakeholders so thatthe impactsto the citizensand communitiescan continuously
be considered. Specific impacts that must be considered include: flood protection, nutrient levels
and contaminants in the Mississippi River water, oyster industry, commercial and recreational
fisheries,and Mississippi River water levels.

Question 2:
Are there any other COAST 2050 coastwide or regional strategies or modifications to existing
COAST 2050 coastwide or regional strategies that we should consider in the PSEIS and the

study process?

The Third Delta Conveyance Channel (herein referred to as Conveyance Channel) isa COAST
2050 strategy and it was recommended as a regional strategy inboth Region2 (Barataria Basin
and Region 3 (Terrebonne Basin). In addition, the Conveyance Channel was included in the
COAST 2050 Reconnaissance Study, also known as the 905(b) report, wherein the report cites:

“The plan presented here calls for significant changes in existing management of
the lower Mississippi River, to greatly increase sedimentand freshwater input
into coastal estuariesand restart the natural processes of land building and
maintenance. Specifically, the plan and resulting outputs include: ....(5)
construction of a conveyance channel parallel to Bayou Lafourche to build deltas
in adjacent waters.” (USCOE 905(b) Report. May 7, 1999)

The Conveyance Channel was also discussed in the Mississippi River Sediment, Nutrient and
Freshwater Redistribution Feasibility Study (MRSNFR)(USACE 2000)in Section 7.5, Bayou
Lafourche Conveyance Channel. According to MRSNFR, the Conveyance Channel was included
in the preliminary array of the MRSNFR study; however, it was eliminated from further analysis
at the first level of screening based on two considerations. First, because it was believed that
ongoing investigation of the Bayou Lafourche Siphon project would provide insight to the needs
and viability of the project. And second, MRSNFR was based on opportunistic strategies, not
“need based” strategiesand the Conveyance Channel is considered a “need based” project. The

report also states:

“The alternative docs, however, have merit as a need based project. There are a
limited number of means todirect Mississippi River sediments, nutrients and
flows to the Terrebonne region of coastal Louisiana. This alternative would
addressthat regions needs. In addition, this alternative could address the issue of
long-term coastal restoration planning. The potential for benefits extends beyond
the normal planning project life with the magnitude of this alternative. For these
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reasons this alternative has also been included as a regional strategy in the
COAST 2050 plan.” (MRSNFR, USACE, 2000)

In addition, Section 8.4.3 of the MRSNFR study states:

“It was also indicated that this alternative (referring to the Conveyance Channel) is
possibly the most effective available for using riverine resources to addressing the
specific needs of the Terrebonne basin. The currently authorized Louisiana Coastal Area,
Ecosystem Restoration feasibility study provides a forum for the consideration of
comprehensivemeasures specific to various coastal basins. It is therefore recommended
that this alternative be carried over to that study effort.” (MRSNFR, USACE 2000).

Coastal Environments, Inc. conducted a preliminary conceptual plan of the Conveyance Channel
under contract with the US EPA in June 1999. This plan establishes the framework for the
conceived strategy and should be used to develop an in-depth analysis.

In conclusion, a detailed anaiysis of the Conveyance Channel strategy was not included in the
MRSNFR study, or as part of the Bayou Lafourche Siphon Project, or as a separate
reconnaissance level study. Therefore. the members of ROR support further analysis of the
Conveyance Channel strategy as a major restoration project for Region 2 and Region 3 as part of
the PSEIS and the LCA study process.

In conjunction with the Conveyance Channel, ROR supports near term strategies that could
prevent furthcr intrusion of the Gulf of Mexico while the Conveyance Channel is built and
implemented. These other near term strategies include strategic pipeline sediment diversions,
land bridge restoration and barrier island restoration.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. If you have any questions or we can be of
further assistance, please contact our office at 985/448-4485.

Sincerely,
RESTORE OR RETREAT, INC.

o~ ey S ane_

Lon LeBlanc
Executive Director

cc: Governor M.J. Foster, Jr.
Mr. Jack Caldwell, LA Department of Natural Resources
Mr. Randy Hanchey, LA Department of Natural Resources
Mr. Len Bahr, Governor’s Office of Coastal Activities
ROR Executive Committee
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Restore or Retreat, Inc May 8,2002

Exseutive Commities
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
New Orleans District
Alex J. Plaisanca, jr. Attn: Dr. William P. Klein, Jr.
Prevideme P.O. Box 60267
Joho Flalzamcr & Soas, Inc. New Orleans, LA 70160-0267
Re: Louisiana Coastal Area Comprehensive Coastwide Ecosystem
Restoration Feasibility Study
Charlotee Bollinger Programmatic Supplemental EIS Scoping Comments
Viee-Prevident
Bellinger Shipyanis, bnc. Dear Dr. Klein:
Restore or Retreat, Inc. (ROR) is a newly formed nonprofit organization consisting of
concerned citizens throughout Louisiana and the United States. The members of ROR
Roy Francis support large-scale restoration strategies that will benefit the Barataria and Terrebonne
~N Secresary basins in southeast Louisiana, which are losing land at the highest rates as depicted in the
rg LA Coalitien. lac. following excerpt:

Excerpt from MRSNFR, USCOE 2000:

The portions of the Barataria and Terrebonne Basins on either
side of lower Bayou Lafourche have experienced some of the
highest wetland loss rates in the United States. Between the
1930s and 1990. 37 percent of the marshes in lower Terrebonne
were lost and at the same time. 44 percent of lower Barataria
marshes became open water. Even with CWPPRA projects and
freshwater diversions, by the year 2050. 40 percent of today's

Robert Naquin
Treasurer
Hibernia National Bank

Ronald Blanchard i . 4 .
Glanweed Canperstive. Inc. marshes in the Barataria Basin are anticipated to be gone. In
Terrebonne, over 50 percent of the marshes there today could
well have been lost.
Stephen Smith ROR hereby submits a response to the Progammatic Supplemental EIS for the Louisiana
T Baker Smith & Son. Inc Coastal Area (LCA) Comprehensive Coastwide Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study.
T In accordance with the Public Notice, ROR is providing a response to the two questions
posed.
lan P Question 1:
~ L";_ ':m:“‘ What are the most important issues, resources, and impacts that we should consider in
: - ?
§ Deramee, Allemand. the PSEIS and the study process®
Piere & Richand, LLE The most critical issue is the fact that Louisiana is losing land at astronomical rates and if

we continue to delay implementation of major projects, entire coastal communities will
be forced to retreat and Louisiana will experience an environmental, economic and
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cultural disaster. The Barataria and Terrebonne basins are losing land at the highest rates in the
state at 10 to 11 square miles per year. For this reason, the necassary resources should be
allocated to this area of the state in order to expedite large-scale restoration projects.

The significant issues related to Louisiana's coastal restoration effort are simultaneously restoring
the estuarine system, while also building land and providing flood protection. The Mississippi
River built this estuarine system. and it is the area's most valuable resource for effectively

restoring coastal Louisiana.

Throughout the restoration process, the stateand federal regulatory agencies must involve the
public and the stakeholders so that the impacts to the citizens and communities can continuously
be considered. Specific impacts that must be considered include: flood protection, nutrient levels
and contaminants in the Mississippi River water, oyster industry, commercial and recreational
fisheries, and Mississippi River water levels.

Question 2:
Are there any other COAST 2050 coastwide or regional strategies or modifications to existing
COAST 2050 coastwide or regional strategies that we should consider in the PSEIS and the

study process?

The Third Delta Conveyance Channel (herein referred to as Conveyance Channel) is a COAST
2050 strategy and it was recommended as a regional strategy in both Region 2 (Barataria Basin
and Region 3 Terrebonne Basin). In addition, the Conveyance Channel was included in the
COAST 2050 Reconnaissance Study, also known as the 905(b) report, wherein the report cites:

"The plan presented here calls for significant changes in existing management of
the lower Mississippi River, to greatly increase sediment and freshwatcr input
into coastal estuaries and restart the natural processes of land building and
maintenance. Specifically, the plan and resulting outputs include: ...(5)
construction of a conveyance channel parallel to Bayou Lafourche to build deltas
in adjacent waters." (USCOE 905(b) Report. May 7, 1999)

The Conveyance Channel was also discussed in the Mississippi River Sediment, Nutrient and
Freshwater Redistribution Feasibility Study (MRSNFR) (USACE 2000) in Section 7.5, Bayou
Lafourche Conveyance Channel. According to MRSNFR, the Conveyance Channel was included
in the preliminary array of the MRSNFR study; however, it was eliminated from further analysis
at the first level of screening based on two considerations. First. because it was believed that
ongoing investigation of the Bayou Lafourche Siphon project would provide insight to the needs
and viability of the project. And second, MRSNFR was based on opportunistic strategies, not
"need based" strategies and the Conveyance Channel is considered a "need based" project. The

report also states:

"The alternative does, however, have merit as a need based project. There are a
limited number of means to direct Mississippi River sediments, nutrients and
flows to the Terrebonne region of coastal Louisiana. This alternative would
address that regions needs. In addition this alternative could address the issue of
long-term coastal restoration planning. The potential for benefits extends beyond
the normal planning project life with the magnitude of this alternative. For these
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reasons this alternative has also been included as a regional strategy in the
COAST 2050 plan." (MRSNFR, USACE, 2000)

In addition Section 8.4.3 of the MRSNFR study states:

"It was also Indicated that this alternative (referring to the Conveyance Channel) is
possibly the most effective available for wing riverine resources to addressing the
specific needs of the Terrebonne basin The currently authorized Louisiana Coastal Area,
Ecosystem Restoration feasibility study providcs a forum for the consideration of
comprehensive measures specific to various coastal basins. It is therefore recommended
that this alternative be carried over to that study effort.” (MRSNFR, USACE 2000).

Coastal Environments. Inc. conducted a preliminary conceptual plan of the Conveyance Channel
under contract with the US EPA in June 1999. This plan establishes the framework for the
conceived strategy and should be used to develop an in-depth analysis.

In conclusion, a detailed analysis of the Conveyance Channel strategy was not included in the
MRSNEFR study, or as part of the Bayou Lafourche Siphon Project, or as a separate
reconnaissance level study. Therefore, the members of ROR support further analysis of the
Conveyance Channel strategy as a major restoration project for Region 2 and Region 3 as part of

the PSEIS and the LCA study process.

In conjunction with the Conveyance Channel, ROR supports near term strategies that could
preventfurther intrusion of the Gulf of Mexico while the Conveyance Channel is built and
implemented These other near term strategies include strategic pipeline sediment diversions,
land bridge restoration and barrier island restoration.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. If you have any questions or we can be of
further assistance, please contact our office at 985/448-4485.

Sincerely,
RESTORE OR RETREAT, INC.

Frs e/ Hane_

Lori LeBlanc
Executive Director

cc: Governor MJ. Foster, Jr.
Mr. Jack Caldwell, LA Department of Natural Resources
Mr. Randy Hanchey, LA Department of Natural Resources
Mr. Len Bahr, Governor's Office of Coastal Activities
ROR Executive Committee



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

646 Cajundome Blvd.
Suite 400
Lafayette, Louisiana 70506

May 9,2002

Dr. William P. Klein, Jr.
CEMVN-PM-RS

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Post Office Box 60267

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160-0267

Dear Dr. Klein:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewed the April 4, 2002, Notice of Intent (NOI) to
prepare a Programmatic Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (PESIS ) for the
Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisiana - Comprehensive Coastwide Ecosystem Restoration
Feasibility Study (LCA Comprehensive Study). That study will identify projects that would
sustain a coastal ecosystem that supports and protects the environment, economy and culture of
southern Louisiana, and contributes to the Nation's well-being. The Service submits the
following scoping comments in accordance with provisions of the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401. as amended: 16 U.S.C. 66 | et seq.), the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (83 Stat. 852, as amended; 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), and the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

AS you know, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is playing a significant role in the LCA
Comprehensive Study. The Service and the U.S. Geological Survey are participating on the
Coast 2050 Co-location Team. Furthermore, Service personnel are serving on the Framework
Development Team and the Regional Project Development Teams for that study. We plan to
cooperate closely with the Corps of Engineers and the other involved agencies in the preparation
of the PSEIS, and in the formulation of the plan ultimately recommended in the study report.

Significant fish and wildlife resources that should be addressed in the PSEIS include migratory
birds (including migratory and resident waterfowl, shorebirds, wading birds, songbirds, and
raptors), threatened and endangered species and their designated critical habitat, estuarine-
dependant fishes and shellfishes, anadromous fishes, and important habitats such as emergent
marsh, submerged aquatic vegetation, swamps, natural levee forests, other forested habitats,
barrier islands, cheniers. and shallow open water. Coastal Louisiana contains 10 National
Wildlife Refuges encompassing over 300,000 acres; the impacts (both positive and negative) of
alternatives addressed in the PSEIS on those areas must be carefully considered in that document
and as part of the associated plan formulation and evaluation phases of the study.



We will continue to work closely with your staff during this feasibility study and the associated
PSEIS preparation. The Service will also prepare a Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act on the
recommended plan. We will also provide a current list of Federally listed threatened and
endangered species found in the study area, and information on their critical habitat. If you have
any questions regarding our comments, please contact Catherine Grouchy at 337/291-3104 or
504/862-2689.

Sincerely,

David W. Frugé
Supervisor
Louisiana Field Office

cc: EPA, Dallas, TX
NMEFS, Baton Rouge, LA
LA Dept. of Wildlife and Fisheries, Baton Rouge, LA
LA Dept. of Natural Resources (CRD), Baton Rouge, LA
FWS, Washington, DC (BFA/ERT)
FWS, Atlanta, GA (AES)
FWS, Ocean Springs, MS
OEPC, Washington, DC
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